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SCHEDULE B 



System Net Effects Tables 



TABLE Bl.l 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALrrY 
SYSTEM 



DarhaiH Region 
: Syiteni I - Rwidcatiai Eii»at 



CriteHa/lDdkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTrrto 


Ad vantagca/Diaad vantages 




by Indicatar 


by Crilerkm 


by Criterion 


OHtorinn 1 : IVilHiiid Ixioii C(WV^ 






Potential efTects on residents 


Potentii) displacement of residents from 


- Potential displa<»iiient of lesidents. 


Advantaiees 




the siting of the new MRF. 


community features and businesses 






■ Potential minor nuisance effects at the 


from the siting of the new MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects diie 




MRF, transfer stations and at drop-off 




to siting new facilities is less than 




depots. 


Disruption effects from nuisances 


that predicted for Systems 5 and 6 




Potential for odour and vennin problems at 


(e.g., odour, stigma) on residents. 


since only one new facility is sited 


_ 


community and apartnnent composing 


communities, community features and 


(MRF). 


' 


facilities 


businesses associated with 






Potential odour and health concerns and 


composting facility, MRF and depots. 


Potential for disruption efTects from 




minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 




nuisances (e.g., odour, trafillc, litter) 


, 


litter, birds vermin and noise associated 


Health concerns associated with 


on residents, community features and 


1 


with the centrali7Ml composting facility. 


centralized windrow composting 


businesses, and health concerns for 
some people from existing and new 




May be reduced with public education and 


facility aixl MRP may be minimized 




consultation and proper management of the 


by education, consultation and proper 


facilities is less than that predicted 




facility. 


' management. 


for Systems 3, 5 and 6. 


■ 


■ Minor effect at reuse centres due to traffic 








and visual effiects. 


Elderly and physically challenged 


Disadvantaees 


■ 


Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping 


may have difficult time setting out 






and burning. 


m^erial for pick-up. 
Pntential stigma effect in some 


None compared to other Systems. 


. 


' A 


communities due to existence of MRF 






■ 


and composting facility. 
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Bl 1-2 



CriUria/Iiidicatar 



System Net Effects 
by Imlkator 



System Net Efleds 
by Criterion 



Advuttagu/Diaad vantages 
by Criterion 



Potential effects on special/sensitive 
groups 



Potential effects on communities 



Eldcriy and physically challenged may 
have difTiculty in setting out recyclable 
material and using backyard composters. 
May also be minor nuisance effects 
associated with backyard composters. 
Potential exposure of employees at MRF 
and composting facility to health and 
safely hazards. Should be minimized by 
education. Could be mitigated by proper 
design and control. 

Potential heahh effects on allergy sufferers, 
people with immuno-deficienGics, etc. from 
composting facility. Magnitude of effect 
may be minimized by proper management. 
Nf inor occupational safety concerns with 
handlers of HHW. 



Potential increase in community pride from 
participation in 3R$ programs. 
Minor negative stigma effecl on 
community image from illegal dumping. 
Potential stigma effect in some 
corrununities due to existence of facilities. 
Magnitude of effect dependent on site 
location and management of the facility. 
Potential minor traffic inconvenience in 
communities where materials are sorted at 
the truck. Effect reduced by mitigation. 



i 



dur.exi 



pi 1-3 



Criteria/ImUcator 


Syatem Net EITecta 


System Net EtTccta 


Advantaiscfl/DisMivaiitagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on conununtty features 


Potential displacement of community 






aid businesses. 


features and businesses from the siting of 








the new MRF, 








Potential for odour and vermin problems at 








community and apartment composting 








facilities (USA Today, 1991; Biocycle, 








1992). 


■i 






' Potential odour and health concerns and 








minor nuisance effects such as trafTtc, 








litter, birds vermin and noise associMed 








with the centralized composting facility. 








May be reduced with public education and 








consultation and proper management. 




- 




Potential minor nuisance effects such as 








trafllc, litter and noise associated with the 








MRF. Effects dependent on operation, 






■ 


type of material, sensitivity and number of 
people near facility. 
■ Potential minor nuisance effecu on 

community features and businesses at some 
transfer stations, depots and reuse centres. 
Potential nuisance effects on community 
features and businesses from trafTic and 
hauling. Effect may be teduced by 
mitigation. 




• 
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BI.M 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflccts 
by iBdkatar 


System Net Eflectx 
by Criterion 


Advaotagea/Disadvantafes 1 
byCriterioB | 


CMl«ta i t KMMM ftar B«ii aiBM 1 


-«■ / -,, 1 


Potential for lirestyle changes 


Positive social and lifeatyle effect from 
participating In all aspects of 3Rs 
(recycling, composting, etc.), people 
witling to do and leam more, source of 
personal and community pride. 
- Potential for minor lifestyle inconveniences 
associated with backyard compostcfs 
Minor inconveniences associated with 
oonununity composting. 
Some residents may begin to illegally 
dump large goods due to lack of service. 
Residents may become more aware of 
HHW and white goods management and 
change purchasing behaviour. 
Reuse centres have a positive effect, may 
comribute to acceptance of using 
repaired/second hand items rather than 
buying new (Hoducts. 
Reuse centres have increased appeal and 
household economic benefits. Can 
contribute to neighbourhood coheslveness 
through encouraging communal garage 
sales, flea markets, bazaars, etc. 
Promotion and educabon have a poteiKial 
positive effect: encourages positive changes 
to oonsovcr and waste divenion attitudes; 
emphasizing redaction and reuse, as well 
as recycling, could lead to lifestyle chaise 


• Potenbal positive social and lifestyle 
effect and increase in personal and/or 
community pride. Potential for 
change in purchasing habits/attitudes 
and greater arreptaiKe of using 
repairedAjscd items. 

In the longer term, institutions and 
commercial businesses may develop 
(Mograms to "buy back" iim^ white 
goods in response to residents' needs. 

Minor potential direct annual 
employment estimate for the System 
of 225 jobs or about 0.10% of Ihe 
Region's employment. Minor increase 
in potential direct construction 
employment of 50 person years 
(estinute). 

Potential minor direct economic 
benefits related to services, and salary 
and wages for annual operations and 
construction of new facilities. 


Advantases 

System 1 involves fewer lifestyle 
inconveniences than all of the other 
Systems. 

• 

Disadvaittaxes 

System I has less potential than 
Systems 2-6 for maximizing positive 
lifestyle changes. 

Although a minor effect. System 1 
offers fewer direct employment 
opportunities than Systems 4 and 6. 

■ Although a minor effect. System 1 
offers fewer construction 
employment opportunities than 
Systems 4-6. 
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B1.I-5 



CHteiia/lndicalor 


System Net EflFects 
by Indicator 


Syst«n Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Ad va ntages/ENsad vantages 
by Criterion 


Potential eflect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 225 jobs or 
about 0.10% of the Region's employment. 
Minor increase in potential direct 
construction employment of 50 pci!>on 
years (estimate). 




* 


Potential efrecl on economic 
devclopmoit 


Potential for a minor direct economic 
benefit from regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the construction 
of new faci lilies. 


Potential operaltonal effects on 
institutions, commercial enterprises and 
industry 


Provision of recycling bins and composters 
to multi-family buildings may have 
potential for iiKrcase in costs to tenants 
and landlords. 

In the long term institutions and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
programs to "buy back" used white goods. 
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B1.I-6 



CriteriWiBdkBbN- 


System Net ErTccte 


System Net Eflectt 


Advantagea/Dindnnlafea 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criteriaa | 


CAiutmitVbtaiiAmt(i9ocmcamtmnimm I 


Distribution of socio-economic effects 


Negative distributional effect on local 


Negative distributional effect on some 


Advantases 


on industry and population groups 


communities, population groups and 


local communities, population groups 






industries who receive a disproportionate 


and industries and on lifestyle of 


Poteittial for negative distributional 




share of the negative effects from the new 


residents located near to the facilities 


cfTocts from facilities on residents, 
businesses and communities is less 




MRF and compost facilities and depots. 


as they may be affected by nuisartce 




Rmse centres have positive social welfare 


effects while other residenu served 


than that for Systems 5 and 6. 


. 


efTect for lower income groups as more 


. by the facilities are not affected. 




• 


low cost items are made available, and it 




Disadvantages 


■ 


adds a potential maitct for these goods. 


Positive effect from reuse centres for 








lower income groups as more low. 


Pntenlial for a positive effect on 


• 


■ 


cost items available . 


future generations frum System 1 is 
less than that of all other Systems, 


_ 


. ■ 


Minor lifestyle distributional effect 


except System 6, because it offers 


' 


* 


between multi-family and low density 


fewn- opportunities for the current 






residents in fewer opportunities for 
composting. 

Minor positive effect through wiser 
use of resources and conservation of 
the cnvirmiment for future use/ 
enjoyment through recycling. 


generation to engage in 3Rs 
behaviour (i.e., using resources 
wisely). 

Potential for positive distributional 
effects from provision of 
opixntunities to use 3Rs services and 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 
who musi self'-haul gaitnage. 
Minor lifestyle distributional effect in 
recycling services between multi-family 
and low density developments. 




■ - 


composting and repair/reuse. 


infrastructure is less than that of all 
otlier Systems (e.g.. fewest 




■ 


• Current generation pays some of the 


opportunities for multi-family 


■ ■ • ' . 




costs for changing to more 


residences). 






sustainable behaviour, resulting in a 




•.. 


■ 


positive future generational effect. 
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BI.1-7 



CriterWIodicmtor 


System Net EfTects 


System Net Effects 


Advantage^Ditad vintages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


PotendaJ future generation dTects of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 






System 


healthier environment through support for 








change in behaviour to repair, reuse and 


■ 


^. 


, 


proper disposal. 








Reuse centres have a positive effect 




- . 


'* 


through the support for repair and reuse of 




. • 




goods and subsequent reduction of resource 

use. 

Positive effect as the current generation is 


• 












paying the cost for changing to more 


' 






sustainable behaviour, which may leave 






" 


future generations with a healthier 
cnvironntenl and more resources available. 




■ 
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE BIJ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Dnriw Rnjoa 

Syrtem 2 - Rcridcnltol E»fatliig/a>miiiltted 



Criteria/lDdicator 


Syttcni Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvaDtages/DisadYantagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CriMriM 1 itmm^iMii^mlmtfi 




,:,. ,;.::. ., „ j-|j; 




Potential effects on residents 


Potential displacement of residents from 


■ Potential displacentent of resideitts. 


Advantaaes 




the siting of a new MRF. 


community features and businesses ftom 






Landfill bans may lead to illegal 


siting new MRF. 


• Potential foe dispfacemcnt effects due 




dumping and burning. 




to siting new facilities is less than 




Potential for odour and vermin problems 


Disraption effects from nuisances (e.g.. 


that predicted for Systems S and 6 




at community and apartment composting 


odour, trafftc) on residents, community 


since only one new facility is sited 




facilities. 


features, businesses and communities 


(MRF). 


, 


Potential odour and health concerns and 


associated with composting facility. 






minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


MRF, depots and illegal dumping. 


Potential for disruption effects from 




litter, birds, vennin and noise associated 




nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 


- 


with the centralized composting facility. 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


on residents, community features. 


- 


May be reduced with public education 


have difficult time setting ou^ material 


businesses and communities, and 




and consultation and proper management 


for pick-up. 


health concnns for some people 


• ■ 


of the facility. 




from existing and new facilities is 


■ 


■ Depots, transfer stations, reuse centres 


Health concerns for residents, special & 


less than that predicted for Systems 


■ ■ 


and the MRF have potential nuisance 


sensitive groups and employees 


3. 5 and 6, 




effects such as traffic, litter and noise. 


associated with centralized windrow 






Effects dependent on operation, type of 


composting and MRFs. May be 


Disadvantages 




material, sensitivity and number of 


minimized by education, coiisultation 






peaf>le near facility. 


and piopcr management 


None compared to other Systems. 




Reuse centres have minor effect due to 




. 




irafTic and visual effects. 


Potential negative stigma effect in some 


' 




■ • ■ ' 


comnMiiuties due to existence of MRF' 
and composting facility. 





dur.com 



BI.2-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syitem Net Effectt 


Syttcm r4ct EITecta 


AdvaBtagca/Dindvantagcm 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Pocendal effecu on special/icnsitive 


Elderiy and physically challenged may 






groups 


have difTicult time setting out recyclable 
and compostable material. 








Minor occupational safety concerns with 


. 






handlers of HHW. 








Potential exposure of employees at 
compost facility and MRF to health and 
safety hazaids. Should be minimized by 
education. Could be mitigated by 

■ Potential bc^th effects on allergy 




• 




surTeicis, people with immuno- 


i 




> 


deflciencies, etc from composting 
facility. Magnitude of effect may be 
minimized by proper siting 
considerations for new facilities and 


. 






proper management. 


. 




Potential ettnrtx on conununities 


Potential incmasr in community pride 




from participation in all 3Rs programs. 








Minor negative stigma effect on 








oommiuiity image from illegal dumping. 






. 


Potential sltgma effect in some 








communities because of the presence of 


^ 




r 


recycling and composting facilities. 


w 




' 


Magnitude of effects from MRP and 








centralized composting facility 








dependant on site location and facility 




. 




management 







dur.com 



Bl.2-3 



Criteria/lDdlutor 


Syatan Net ERects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTccts 
by Criterion 


Advantagea/Dind vantages 
by Criterion 


Potential cfTccu on community features 
and business 


PoientiaJ for odour and vermin problems 
at community and apartment composting 
facilities. 

Potential odCNir and health concents and 
minor nuisfflvcc effects such as trafTic, 
litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 
with centralized composting facility. 
May be reduced with public education 
and consultation and proper 
management. 

MRF, transfer st^ons and depots have 
potential nuisance effecu such as trafTic, 
litter and noise. Effects dependent on 
operation, type of material, sensitivity 
and number of people near facility. 
Botential disfdacement of community 
features and businesses from the siting 
of a new MRF. 

Potential nuisance effects on community 
features and businesses from trafTic and 
hauling. Effect reduced by mitigation. 
Reuse centres have minor nuisance 
effects associated with image. 


• 


W 



dur.com 



B 1.2-4 



Criteria/Indkator 


SyMMn N«t Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvaDtagea/Disadvanlagcs 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CMIbIib 1 1 ^OMnM Ir Braid aadtf 

Potential for lifestyle changes 


3Rs programs have positive social and 


Potential positive social and lifeslylc 


Advantages 




lifestyle effects, people willing lo do and 


effect and increase in personal tavi/of 






learn more, source of personal and 


community pride. Potential for change 


System 2 involves fewer lifestyle 




community pride. Encourages positive 


in purchasing habits/^itudcs and greater 


inconveniences than Systems 3-5. 




local action. 


acceptance of using refMtred/usod items. 






' Potential for minor lifestyle 




System 2 has more potential than 
System 1 for maximizing positive 




inconveniences associated with backyard 


- In the longer term, institutions and 




composters and community composting. 


commercial businesses ntay develop 


lifestyle changes. 




Residents may become more aware of 




. 




HHW and while goods management and 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


EMsadvantajies 




change purchasing behaviour. 








Reuse centres have positive effect, may 


Minor potential direct annual 


System 2 has less potential than 


, • 


contribute to acceptance of using 


employment estimate for the System of 


Systems 3-5 for maximizing positive 


' • . 


rcpaired/second hand items rather than 


225 iobs or about 0. 10% of the Region's 


lifestyle changes. 


• 


buying new pmdiicts 


employment. Minor increase in potential 






Reuse centres have increased appeal and 


direct construction employment of 50 


Although a minor effect. System 2 




household economic benefits. 


person years (estimate). 


offers fewer direct employment 




Can contribute to ndghbourtiood 




opportunities than Systems 4 and 6. 




cohesivcncss through support for 


Potential minor direct economic bcnerits 






communal gar^e sales, flea markets. 


related to services, and salary and wages 


Although a minor effect, System 2 






for annual operations and construction 






3Rs Promotion and Educ^on 


of new facilities. 


employment opportunities than 




encourages positive changes to 




Systems 4^. 




conscrver and waste diversion attitudes. 






, 


emphasizing reduction and reuse. 


■ 
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B 1.2-5 



CriterWIndicator 


System Net Effects 
by Indkstor 


System Net Effects 
by Critcrloa 


Advantages/Disadvantages 
by^ Crilerioa 


Pocential effect on employniem 


Minor potential direct annual 

employment estimate for the System of 

225 jobs or about 0. 10% of the Region's 

employnKnt. 

Minor increase in potential direct 

construction employment of 50 person 

yean (estimate). 


i 


'• 


Potential efTect on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economit 
benent from regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual oper^ions and in the 
construction of new facilities. 


Potential opcfatioiuU efTecls on 
institutiofls, comntercial enterprises and 
industry 


Promotion of recycling services and 
some composting in multi-family 
buildings nuy lead to a potential 
increase in costs for landlords and 
tenants. 

Lack of service for large goods disposal 
may lead, in the long term, to 
institutions and commercial enterprises 
that develop piograms to "buy back" 
used white goods. 



dur.com 



B).2-« 



Criteri«aiMlk«tor 


System Net Eirccts 


SyRtera Net EfTccts 


AdvanUgei/DUMlvantages 




by Indicator 


by Crilcrton 


by CriterkM 


OrMtrtH S t OiilritalkMi of SocW Com «« BMaM 


■ '■' - 




Dismbution of socio-economic cfTecis 


Negative distiibutional effect on some 


Negative distributional effect on some 


Advantaocs 


on industry and population group* 


local communilies, population grntips 


local communities, population groups 






and industries, who receive a 


and industries and on lifestyle of 


Potential for negative distributional 


. 


dispropodionale share of negative 


residents located near to the new MRF 


effecls from facilities on residents. 




effects from the MRF, depots and 


facility and depou as they may be 


businesses and communities in 




comport facilities. 


affected by nuisance effects while other 


proximity to the facilities is less than 




Reuse centres have a potential positive 


residenls served by the facility are not 


that for Systems S and 6. 




social welfare effect for lower income 


affected. 




, 


grou|» as more low cost items are made 




Potential for positive effect on future 


_ 


available and it adds a potential market 


Positive lifestyle effect from reute 


generations is greater than that of 




for these goods. 


low cost items available . 


Systems 1 and 6. 
Disadvantages 






Minor positive effect through wiser use 
of lesouiccs and conservation of the 


Potential for a positive effect on 






EMstribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor life^yle inconvenience for those 


environment for future use/enjoyment 


future generations is less than that of 




who must self-haul garbage. 


through recycling, composting, 


Systems 3-5 because it offers fewer 


. 


Minor lifestyle distributional effect in 


repair/reuse. 


opportunities for the cunent 




recycling services between residents of 




generation to engage in 3Rs 


• ■ 


muhi-fainily and low density 




behaviour (i.e., using resources 




developments. 


because the current genention pays the 
costs for changing to more sustainable 


wisely). 


^ 


.■ 


behaviour. 


Positive distributional effect from 
provision of 3Rs services and 






Positive lifestyle effect by including 


infrastructure is las for this System 








than for Systems 3-6 (e.g.. fewest 
opportunities for uNilti-family 


- 


. 


• 


residences). 



dur.com 



BI.2-7 



Criteria/lDdkalor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/Dindvantages 




by Imfkator 


by Criterion 


by Criteria 


PtXcnlial future generation effects of 


pDtentia] positive effect of passing on a 






System 


healthier aivironment through support 








for change in behaviour to reduction and 






. 


reuse. 




. 




Reuse centres have a positive effect 


,1 






through the suppuct for repair and reuse 


^ 






of goods and subsequent reduction of 






' 


resource use. 


. 


1 




Positive effect as the cunent generation 








is paying the a»t for changing to more 




• 




sustainable bdiaviour, which may leave 








future gennations with a healthier 








environment and more resources 




■ 




available. 


'» ■'' 





durcom 



TABLE Bl J 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALrrY 
SYSTEM 



DgrtMin Re^on 

Sintem 3 - Reridcntkl/Dirwi Curt 



Crilcria/liKlicator 


System Net EfTects 


System Net Effecte 


Advantagca/Mndmitaicea 1 




by Indiator 


by Critcrioo 


by Criterion | 


Ct^mimiiPaimiMUKaiCoBumittbBfteti | 


Potential effects on residents 


Potential minor nriunce effects from 


Potential displacement of residents and 


AdvantARes 




tfansfer stations and drop-off depots. 


community features and businesses 






Potential for odour and vennin effects al 


from siting MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects due 




aftanmenu from 3 bin cmnposting uniu - 




to siting new factltiies is less than 




and al community composting facilities. 


' Minor disruption effect from nuisances 


that predicted for Systems 5 and 6 




Potential displacement of residents from 


(e.g., trafBc, odour, scav«iging 


since only one new facility is sited 




the siting of a new MRF. 


animals, birds, vermin and noise) on 


(MRF). 




• Potential odour and health concerns and 


residents and community featuies and 






minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


businesses. Magnitude may be 


Potential for disruption effects from 


- 


litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


minimized by proper siting 


nuisances (e.g.. odour, traffic) health 




with the centralized composting facility. 


considerations of new MRF and proper 


concerns and other nuisance effects 
from increased use of existing 




May be reduced with public education 


management. 




and consultation and proper management 




facilities and new facilities is less 


■ 


of dK facility. 


Potential health concerns for residents, 


than that predicted for Systems 5 and 




Minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


special/sensitive groups and employees 


6. 




litter and noise from the MRF. Effects 


at MRF and composting facility. 






dependent on operation, type of material. 


Magnitude will be minimized by 


Disadvantaj;cs 


■ • - 


sensitivity and number of people near the 


proper design, control, plaiming. 






facility. 


consultation and education. 


Potential for disruption effects 


. 


' Reuse centres have minor effect due to 




(visual, vennin, negative community 




traffic and visual conoenis. 


. ■ 


stigma effect) from illegal dumping 
and burning is greater than in all 
other systems. 



dur.dir 



BI.3-2 



Critcriii/liidicator 


System N«t Effects 


System Net EfTccts 


Advantages/DiaadvantalEes 




by Indicator 


by Criterioo 


by Criterion 


Potential efTccts on special/sensitive 


[ncoflveniences and minor nuisance 


Elderly and physically challenged may 




groups 


effects fOT elderty and physically 


have difficult time setting out 






chaJIcnged fruin recycling and 


recyclable and compostable material 




' 


composting. 


for pick-up. 


• 




Minor occupational safety concerns with 






handlers of HHW. 


Potential negative community stigma 






Employees at compost facility and MRF 


effect due to illegal dumping and 


'' 


; 


may be exposed to health and safety 
hazards. Should be minimized by 


buming. 






education. Could be mitigated by proper 


Potential negMive stigma effect in 






design and control. 


some communities due to custencc of 


. 


■ 


■ Potential for health effects on allergy 


MRF and composting facility. 






sufferers, people with immuno- 








deficieiKies, etc. from compost facility. 








Magnitude of effect may be minimized by 






■ ■■ 


proper management. 


- 




FVHentia! efTccts on communities 


Potential negative stigma effect from 




illegaJ dumping and buming of garbage 


■ 


'■ 




as resistance to direct cost (AJderden, 








1990; RIS. 1990; Thiverge. 1992; 








Skum^ and 7.ack, 1993) Mitigation 








and enhancement by public consultation. 








variable rate schemes, enforcement. 








expanded 3R$, etc. should reduce effects. 




^ » 




Potential increase in community pride 








from participation, but potential minor 








negative community stigma e^iect if 








dumping and buming are prevalent. 








MRF and compost facility may cause 








potential stigma effect and dismption in 








some communities. Magnitude of effect 






, * 


dependant on' site location and 


. 






managentenl of the facility. 








Potential negative stigma effect in some 




- 




communities from reuse cennes. 




- 









dur.dir 



pi. 3-3 



Criteria/Indkator 


System Net ETTects 


System Net EflecU 


Ad vantagea/Dimd vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterioo 


by Criterion 


Potcfilial effects on community features 


Potential for illegal dumping in waste 






and businesses. 


containers of businesses and institutions 








due to opposition to avoidance of direct 








cost (Eck&lram and LaBanc, 1992; 








Krivitz and Schmidt. 1992). 


• 






Potential minor nuisance effects on 








community features and businesses from 








traffic and hauling. 








Potential for odour and vermin problems 








at community composting facilities. 


' 






I\)iential odour and health concents and 








minor nuisance effects stjch as traffic. 








litter, birds, vennin and noise associated 








with the centralized composting facitily. 








May be reduced with public education 






- 


aiid consultation and proper management. 


. 




» 


Potential displacement of community 








features and businesses from siting of a 








new MRF. 








Minor nuisance effects such as trafTic. 








litter and noise at MRP, transfer station 


. 






and depots on community features and 








businesses. Effects dependent on 








operation, type of material, sensitivity and 








number of people near the facility. 
Reuse centres have minor nuisance effects 
associated with image. 




• 
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BI.34 



CriUria/lmUcator 



System Net EfTccts 
by Indicator 



System Net Eflects 
by Criterion 



Adnatagea/DimivMitagea 
by Criterion 



CHihIm 2 1 MeatU Itor Bratd SdcM 



Pcxcntial for lifestyle changes 



Direct Cost could support 3Rs by 
encouraging residents to source separate 
to reduce the amount of gartnge. 
People may spend more time divetting, 
compacting or dumping waste in order to 
avoid paying (RIS. 1990; Aldeidoi, 1990; 
Krivii and Schmidt, 1992). 
Greater potential for people to place 
wrong items in Blue Box as tesidenu 
maximize its use. 

3Rs programs have positive social and 
lifestyle effect, people willing to do and 
learn more, source of personal aiMJ 
community pride. 
Variety of lifestyle inconveniences 
associated with composting 
Residents may become more aware of 
HHW and white goods managemmt and 
change purchasing behaviour. 
Reuse centres have positive effect and 
may contribute to acceptance of using 
repaired/second hand items rather than 
buying new pfoducta. In some instances, 
has social welfare beneflts e.g., providing 
reused goods to low income residents. 
Increased appeal and household economic 
benefits. May contribute to 
neighbourhood cohesiveness through 
supporting communal garage sales, flea 
marktis, etc. 



Potential positive social and lifestyle 
effect and increase in personal and/or 
community pride. PotcniiaJ for change 
in purchasing habits/attitudes aiid 
greater acceptance of using 
repaired/used items. 

In the longer term, institutions and 
commercial businesses may develop 
programs to "buy back* used white 
goods in response to residents' needs. 

Minor potential ditect annual 
employment estimate for the System of 
22S jobs or about 0.10% of the 
Region's employment. Minor increase 
in potmtial direct construction 
employment of SO perscm years 
(estimate). 

Potential minor direct economic 
benefits related to services, and salary 
and wages for annual operations and 
cottstniction of new facilities. 

Potential for a variety of lifestyle 
inconveniences and effects. Some 
resident groups (e.g. elderly, disabled) 
less able to alter lifestyle. 

People may spend more tiine diverting, 
compacting or damping waste in order 
to avoid paying. 



Advantaites 

System 3 has more potential than 
Systems 1, 2 md 6. to increase 
greater awareness of 3R$ and 
encourage a more sustainable 
lifestyle (e.g., source separation, 
recycling, composting). 

Disadvantajies 

System 3 has the greatest potential of 
all the SystMfB for negative lifestyle 
effects associated with illegal 
dumping and burning by households, 
particulariy in rural areas. 

Although a minor effect. System 3 
offers fewer direct employment 
opportunities than Systems 4 and 6. 

Although a minor effect. System 3 
offers fewer construction 
employment opportunities than 
Systems 4-6. 
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Bi.a-s 



Criterta/IniUcatar 


Syatem Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Eflecta 
by Criterion 


Advantago/blndvantages 
by Criterion 


Potential for lifestyle chtnge 
(cont'd) 


3Rs prmnation has a potentially positive 
effect; encourages positive changes to 
conservef and waste diversion attitudes; 
emphasizing reduction, reuse and 
recycling, could lead to lifestyle change. 


Greater poteittial tot peofHe to place 
wrong items in Blue Box as residents 
maximize its use. 


m 


Potential effect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 225 jobs or 
about 0.10% of the Region's employmenl. 
Minor increase in potential direct 
constniction employment of SO person 
years (estimate). 


Potential effect on economic 
development - 


' Potential for a minor direct economic 
benefit from regional spending related to 
service, and salary aixt wi^ges paid in 
annual cq>eralions and in the constniclion 
of new facilities. 


Potential opentionat effects on 
in^itutions, commeicial entoprises and 
indu^iy 


Potential increase in costs for landlords of 
multi-family buildings that have 
municipal service to provide recycling 
and composting services. 
In the long term. instittrtJons and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
programs to "buy back" used white goods. 
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BI.3-6 



CrittTiana&kmtor 


System Net Eflects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTeds 
by Criteria 


AdnntJifci/DiaadTantagca 1 
by Critcrioa | 


caimim$ramKii^tt»omcmtmm0^ . ... | 


Distribution of socio-economic cfTecU 
on industry and populatimi groups 


Potential negtfive distributional efTect as 
costs for gaihage collection could be not 
affordable for lower-income households. 
Negative distributional effect on some 
local communities, population groups and 
industries who receive a disproportionate 
share of the effects of the facilities. 
■ Reuse, centres have a positive social 
welfare effect for lower income giuups as 
more low cost items available, and adds a 
potential market for these goods. 


Potential negative distributional eflect 
as costs for gariMge collection could be 
not affordable for lower income 
households. 

- Current generation pays the cost for 
changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, resultii^ in a positive elfea 
for the future. 

Reuse activities have some positive 
social welfare benefits for lower 
income groups as more low cnsi items 
will be available. 

Expanding 3Rs programs to various 
types of residences has a positive 
social distributional effect. 

Negative social distributional effecu on 
some communities and populations 
which must br-Ar a variety of nuisance 
and potential health effects from 
facilities. 


Attvantafces 

Potential for a positive effect on 
future generations through 
implementation of 3Rs strategy is 
greater than that of Systems 1, 2 and 
6. 

Potential for a positive distributional 
effect from increased 3Rs services is 
greater than that for Systems 1 and 
2. 

- Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on residents, 
businesses and communities in 
proximity to the facilities is less than 
that of Systems 5 and 6. 

Disadvantages 

PiMential for a negative distributional 
effect on low income ^oups is 
greater than that for all other 
Systems. 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Lifestyle inconvenience for those who 

must self-haul. 

Minor lifestyle distributiooal effects in 

and low density development. 
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Bl.3-7 



CrilerWIndkaUH- 


System !^t Effects 


Systnii Net EITects 


AdvanUigea/DindvanUigo 






by Indicator 


by CriterloD 


by CrJUrion 




Potential future generation effects of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 








System 


healthier environment through support for 

change in behaviour to reduction and 

reuse. 

Reuse centres have a positive effect 

through the support for repair and reuse 








' 


of goods and subsequent reduction of 
resource use. 

Positive effect as the cuticiit generation is 
paying the cost for changing to more 








, 


sustainable behaviour, which may leave 
future generations with a healthier 
envirmmcnt and more resources 


' - . 








available. 
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TABLE B1.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECre : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALmr 
SYSTEM 






Criteria/Indkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net ETTects 


Advanlagei/Diaadvmlagcs R 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 




■ ■ ■ •*■•; ■ 


■ . •' ■':.- ,■. ■ 


Potential effecu on residenu 


Potential for odour and vermin ptoblems 


Potential displacement of residents. 


Advantases 




at community and apartment composting 


community features and businesses 






facilities. 


from siting a new MRF. 


Potential for di^laoenwnt effects due 


■ 


Landfill bans may lead to iHegal 




to £itit« new facilities is less than that 


. 


dumping and burning. 


• Minor disniplion effects from 


piedicted for Sytlems 5 and 6 since 


• 


FNXential displacement of residciMs for 


nuisances (trafTic, odour) on residents. 


only one new facility is sited (MRF). 




the siting of a new MRF. 


special St sensitive groups and 








coimnunity features and businesses 


Potential for disruption effects from 




tragic and visual effects. 


frum composting facility and MRF, 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 


' . • 


Potential odour and health concerns and 




from increased use of existing 




minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


Potential health concerns for residents. 


facilities and new facilities is less than 
that predicted for Systems 3.5 and 6. 


■ 


litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


special & sensitive groups and 




with centralized composting facility. 


employees at MRF and composting 




. 


May be reduced with public education 


facility. 


Disadvanlaxet 




and consultation and proper 








management. 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


None compared to other Systems. 




MiiKir nuisance effects such as tragic. 


have difficult time setting out 


- 




litter and noise associated with the 


lecyclables attd compcetable material 








for pick-up. 






type of material, sensitivity and nutnber 








of people near facility. 


Potential negative stigma effect in 
some communities due to existence of 
MRF and composting facility. 


'. 
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BI.4-2 



Criteiia/Indkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advanlufcs/Dlsadvanlages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential efTects on special/sensitive 


Mtnof nuisance effects associated with 






groups 


odour and physical strain on the elderly 
and physically challenged from setting 






' 


out recyclable material and using 








backyard composlers. 








Minor potential occupational safety 




' 




concerns with drivers handlers of HHW. 








Employees at compost facility may be 


* 






exposed to health and safety hazards. 








Should be minimized by education. , 


• 






CtKjId be mitigated by proper design and 








control. 








Potential for health efTects on allergy 








suffcicts, people with immuno- 








deHciencies, etc. from compost facility. 




- 




Magnitude of effect may be minimized 








by proper management. 






• 


Potential employee health/safety 




. 


• 


concerns at MRF, transfer stations and 








depots. Should be minimized by 








mitigation. 






Potential cfTecu on communities 


Potential minor traffic inconvenience in 




communities where materials are sorted 








at the truck. Effect reduced by 








mitigation. 




!■ 




Potential increase in community pride 
fium participation in 3Rs. 
Minor negative stigma effect mi 
community image from illegal dumping. 
Potential stigma effect and disruption in 


•r , 




■ 


some communities frtmi facilities. 


-. 


• 




Magnitude of effect dependant on site 




. 




location and management of the facility. 








Reuse centres have potential stigma 


1 




effects in some communities. 
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B 1.4-3 



Criteria/lMikalor 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


Syiteni Net Effiecte 
by Criterioa 


AdvsBtagca/DbMlvantagtt 
by Criterion 


PcMentiai effects on community features 
and businesses 


• Pbtcntia] nuisance effects on community 
features and businesses from traffic and 
hauling. Effect mkiced by mitigation. 
PiMcntial for odour and vermin problem* 
at community composting facilities. 
Potential odour and health concerns and 


■ 


• 


■ 


minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


' 


" 


. 


litter, birds vermin and noise associated 




1 




with centralized composting facility, 
and consultation and proper 


' 






management. 

Potential displacement of community 

features and businesses from siting of 

newMRF. 


' 




. 


Minor nuisance effects such as trafTic, 


: - 




- 


litter and noise from MRF. transfer 






, 


stations and depots. Effects dependent 
on ofKtalion, type of material, 
sensitivity and number of 
features/businesses near facilities. 


5: 






Reuse centres have minor nuisance 


* 






effect associated with image. 
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Bl.4-4 



CrilcriaOMUcator 


Syttm hict Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantafea/Diaadvanlage* 1 




by Indkalor 


by CriterkMi 


by Criterinn | 


CrtlMlMSiPoianlMllBrBniiaoelillapiBt | 


Potential for lifestyle changes 


3Rs piiigfams have a potentially positive 




Advantaxes 




social and lifestyle effect, people witling 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


' 




to do and leant more, source of personal 


effect and increase in personal ancVor 


System 4 has mote potential liun 




and community pride. 


community pride. Potential for change 


Systems 1,2 and 6 to iFicreasc greater 




' Variety of lifestyle inconveniences with 


in purchasing habits/anitudes and 


awareness of 3Rs and encourage a 




all types of composting. 


greater acceptaiKC of using 


more sustainable lifestyle (e.g., source 




Residents may become more aware of 


repaired/used items. 


separation, recycling, composting) due 




HHW and white goods management and 




to familiarity with System. 




change purchasing attitudes. 


In the longer term, institutions and 






' Reuse centres have a positive effect and 


conunetcial businesses may develop 


Although a minor effect. System 4 


* 


may contribute to acceptance of using 


programs lo "buy back" used white 


offers more direct employment 




repaired/second hand items rather than 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


opportunities than Systems 1.23 and S 




buying new products. 




(moderate increase). 




in some instances, reuse centres and 


Minor potential direct annual 






activities have social welfare benefiu. 


employment estimate for the System of 


Although a minor effect, Sy^em 4 




■ Increased appeal and household 


250 jobs or about 0. 1 1 % of the 


offers more construction employment 
opportunities than Systems 1-3. 




economic benefits with futuie 


Region's employment. Minor increase 




demographic changes. May contribute 


in potential direct construction 




' 


to neighbourhood cohesiveness: through 


employment of 75 person years 


Disadvantajtes 




communal garage sales, flea marked. 


(estimate). 


. 




bazaars, etc. 




System 4 has more potential for 


• 


3Rs promotion has a polcnliaJly positive 


Potential minor direct economic 


negative lifestyle effects related to 


■ 


effect; encourages positive changes to 


benefits related to services, and salary 


inconvenience than Systems 1 and 2. 




conserve*- and waste diversion attitudes; 


and wages for aruiual operations and 






emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 


construction of new facilities. 






as recycling, could lead to lifestyle 




■ 




change. 


Potential for lifestyle inconveniences 


• 




Some residents may begin to dump large 


associated with household composting. 






goods illegally due to a lack of sernct. 


• 
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B 1,4-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterion 


Advantages/Dindvsntages 
by Criterion 


Potential efTect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual 

employment estimate for the System of 

250 jobs or about 0.1 1% of the Region's 

employment. 

Minor increase in potential direct 

construction employment of 75 person 

years (estimate). 


_ 


* 


Potential efTect on economic 
lievelopnwnt 


Potential for a minor direct ccmomic 
benefit from regional spending related to 
service, and salary .and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the 
construction of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercial enterprises and 
industry 


3Rs prc^rams and composting may lead 

to increase in costs for tenants and 

landlords. 

In the long term institutions and 

commercial enterprises may develop 

programs to "buy back" used white 

goods. 


• 





dur.exp 



Bl.4^ 



CriteriWIndicator 


System Net EfTecto 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Crilerioa 


Advantasea/DtoadvantaEes ' 1 
by Criterton | 


Ori^mlmitDUUtb^lmtiamMCommdBmBem | 


Distribution of socio-economic cfTects 
on indiutiy and population groups 


Negative distributional effect on some 
. local communities, population groups 
and industries, who receive a 
disproportionate share of effects from 
the facilities. 

Reuse centres and activities have a 
positive social welfare effect for lower 
income gnmps as more low cost items 
are available and adds a potential macfcei 
for these goods. 


Current generation pays the cost fw 
changing to a mote sustainable 
behaviour, resulting in a positive ftiture 
generational effect. 

Reuse «;tivitics have some positive 
social welfare benefits for lower 
income groups as more low cost items 
will be avail^le. 

Expanding 3Rs programs to various 
types of residences has a positive 
social distributional effect 

some communities and populations 
which must bear a variety of nuisance 
and potential health effects from the 
facilities. 


Advantatics 

Potential for a positive effect on fiiture 
generations through implementation of 
3Rs strategies is greater than that of 
Systems 1, 2 and 6. 

Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on rcsidenu, 
businesses and communities in 
proximity to the facilities is less than 
that of Sysimis 5 and 6. 

Potential positive effect from 
distribution of 3Rs service is greater 
than thai of Systems 1 and 2. 

Disadvantases 

• None compared to other Systems. 

* 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor Kfestyle inconvenience for those 
who must self-haul gaii>age. 
- Minor lifestyle distributional effect 
between multi-family and low density 
development in level of 3Rs service. 
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Bl 4-7 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Nrt efTects 


System Net Effects 


Advantage^IHsMlYintsscs 




by Indicator 


by CriterioD 


by Criteiioii 


Potential future gener^ion efrects of 


PCHcntial positive effect of passing on a 


. . 




System 


healthier environment through support 
for change in behaviour to reduction and 


• 






reuse. 




- 




Reuse centres have a positive effect 


i 






through the support for repair and reuse 








of goods and subsequent reduction of 








resource use. 




. 




Positive effect as the current generation 








is paying the cost for changing to more 








sustainable behaviour, which may leave 








future generations with a healthier 


• 






environment and more resounds 


' 


' -. 




avail^Ale. 
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TABLE BIS 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Duriwin ReiioB 

SyKeni 5 ■ Reridcntial Wrt/Prr 



CHteria/lndioitor 


System Net Eflccto 


SysteB Net Eflccts 


Advaiitasea/DlaM) vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criteria 


.Cimmiifmm^ui^Gmimm^m^ : 




■ ■ • 


Potential cITects on Fesidrails 


' Potential for odour and vennin effnrts at 


' Potential displacement of residents. 


Advantases 




aputmems (from 3 bin composting uniu) and at 


community features and businesses from 






composting facilities. 


siting of MRF and wet/cky composting 


Potential for displaceinent of residents. 




• Potential dispiaoement of residenis from the 


facility. 


community features and businesses due 




location of a new MRF and the wet/dry facility. 




10 siting new MRF and wet/dry 




• Potential for odour effects, health and safety 


Potential heahh concerns of employees al 


composting facility is less than thai 




concerns and minor nuisance effects such as 


MRF and wet/dry composting facility and 


predicted for System 6. 




traffic, litta. visual, birtis. vemiin and noise from 


of people with allergies and immuno- 




. 


wet/diy facility. These effects may be nKne 


deflciencies. 


Potential for disruption effects from 








health concerns and nuisances (e.g.. 




leaf and yard waste composting. 


' F.ldeTly and disabled groups are likely to 


odour, traffic) on residents. 




■ Potential for nuisance effects from the MRF. 


experioioe difficulties in using wet/dry 


communities and employees from 




- Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 


caits. 


wet/dry facility is less than that 




buming. 




predicted for System 6. 




Reuse centres have minor effect due to traffic and 


■ Potential disruption effects from 






visual concerns. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, liaflic) on 
residents, speciaUsensitive groups. 


Ditadvantases 






community features and businesses from 


■ Potential for displacement of residents. 




■ 


MRF and wet/diy cuiiiposting facility. 


community features and businesses diK 








to siting new MRF and wet/dry 


■■ 




Potential negative community stigma 


composting facihty is greater than that 




, . 


effect from facilities, in particular the 


predicted for Systems 1 -4. 






wet/dry facility. 


Least convenient of all Systems, 
particularly for the elderly, disabled 




■ 


- 


and multi-family residents. 
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Bl.5-2 



Crilerla/lmlicator 


System Ncl Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTccts 
by Criterion 


Advantagea/DiswlvaDtaga ' 1 
by Criterion [ 


PoientiaJ effccu on 
special/sensitive groups 


yNtUDry System may be veiy difricull for ekJcrly 
and disabled groups. There may be significant 
nuisance effects. 

Minor occupational safely concerns with liandlers 
of HHW 

Employees ai wet/dry facility may be exposed to a 
variety of health and safety hazaids such as HHW 
and sharps in "wet" »rcam. Haz^ards should be 
minimized by consultation and education and 
mitigated by proper design and control. 
■ PDt«i(ial for health effects for allergy sufferers, 
people with immuno-dericiencics, etc. from 
wet/dry facility. 

Minor nuisance effects associated with odour and 
physical strain on elderly and physically 
challenged from participation in composting. 


■■■ ' 


' Potential for disruption effects from 
health concerns and nuisances (e.g., 
odour, trafric) on residents, 
communities, and employees from 
wet/dry composting facility is greater 
than that predicted for Systems 1-4. 


Potential eflecu on 
communities 


Potential trafTic inconveniences due to the wet/dry 
collection system, and the increase in materials 
being transported. 

Landflll bans may lead to illegal dumping and 
burning. 

Potential for increase in community pride. 
Minor negative stigma effect on community image 
from illegal dumping. 

Potential stigma effect in some communities. 
Magnitude of effect dependent on site location 
and management of the facility. 
■ Reuse centres have potential stigma effect in some 
coinmunities, 



(hir.wd 



BI.5-3 



Critcrw/lDdkator 


System Net EITects 


System Net EfTccts 


AdY«ntJigea/I>tMdvaiilaL|>cs 




by Indkalor 


by Criteiloa 


by Criterion 


PotentiaJ effects on 


Potential displacement of community features and 






communily features and 


business from the locatimi of new MRF and 


- 




businesses 


wet/dry facility. 

Potential nuisance effects on community features 

and businesses from traffic and hauling. 

- Potential for udour and vermin problems al 
community and apartment composting facilities. 

- Potential for odour effects heaJth and safety 
concerns arxl minor nuisance effects such as 








traffic, litter, visual, birds, vermin and noise. 








These effects may be more extensive in wet/dry 




• 




than in leaf and yard waste composting. 


- 






Potential for nuisance effects from MRF, depots 








and other facilities. 
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Bt.S4 



CritcfWlmlicator 


Syatem Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvanlJigei/Diaadvantagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CiteiM S 3 PoMMW fer Im 


Mtiodriiapet '.:'..: 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


' Rotcntial for a variety of miiiuf lifestyle 




Advantages 




inconveniences msociated with cam. Effects may 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 






be greater in high density areas. The caits may be 


effect and increase in personal aixVor 


- System 5 has mote pntmtial than 






community pride. Ptrtential for change in 


Systems 1, 2 and 6 for positive social 




winter. 


purchasing habits/attitudes and greater 


and lifestyle effects as residents leam 




' 3Rs has a positive social and lifestyle effect. 


acceptance of using repai^ed^sed items. 


the operation of the System and realize 


^ 


people willing to do and Icam more. 




the potential for hi^ier waste 






in the longer term, institutions and 


diversion. 


- 


of composting. 


commercial businesses may develop 






- Residents may become more awaie of HHW and 


programs lo "buy back" used while goods 


• Although a minor effect. System 5 




white goods management and change pinchasing 


in response to residents' needs. 


offers mote construction employment 


' 


behaviour. 




opportunities than Systems 1-4, 




■ Reuse centres may have a positive effect in 


' Minor potential direct araiual employnooit 








estimate for the System of 22S jobs or 


Disadvantaees 




repaired/second hand items rather than buying 


about 0.10% of the Region's 






new products. Incteased appeal and household 


cmploymcni. Minor increase in potential 


System S has the gmttesi potential of 


- 


economic benefits. May contribute to 


direct construction employment of I7S 


all the Systems for lifestyle 




neighbourhood cohniveness, through support for 


person years (estimate). 


inconveniences (i.e., associated with 




communal garage sales, flea markeu, bazaars, etc. 




the wet/dry carts). 




3Rs promotion has potential positive effects: 


- Potential minor direct economic benefits 






encourages changes to conserver and waste 


related lo services, and salary and wages 


Although a minor effect. System 3 




diversion attitudes; emphasizes leductmn. 


for annual operations and construction of 


often fewer direct employment 




recycling and reuse; can contribute to lifestyle 


new facilities. 


opportunities dian Systems 4 and 6. 




changes. 


















(difTicull to move in winter, waste 


, 




'* 


sticking to cart, etc.) for all residents 








associated with the wet/dry carts. 


• 


Potential cfTcct on 


Minor potential direct annual employment 


employinenl 


estlmale for the System of 225 jobs or about 


_ 






0.10% of the Region's en^>loyment. 








Minor increase in potential direct construction 
employment of 175 person years (estimate). 
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B 1.5-5 



CritcrWIndkator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net RfTects 
by Criterion 


Advantagca/DiaadvaDtaKcs 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on economic 
developmeni 


Potenual for a minor direct economic beneru from 
regional spending related to service, and salary 
and wages paid in annual operations and in the 
construction of new facilities. 


- 


1 

1 


Potenlial operational effects 
on institutions, commcrciaJ 
enterprises and industry 


' Potential increased costs for landlords and lenanU 
to provide equipment for wet/dry and other 
recycling services. There may be a variety of 
nuisance efTecLs. 

In the long-tern) institutions and commetcial 
enteiprises may develop [Mograms to "buy back" 
used white goods. 
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B1.5-* 



Criteria/Indicator 


SyrtciB Net Effecte 

by Imticator 


System Net EfTecU 
by Crfterioii 


Advantagca/DiHKlvanUges 1 
by Criterion | 


CMirfMJiDMrilMtaorSaeWCMii^BiMMi | 


Distribution of socio- 
economic effects on industry 
and population giuups 


Negative distributional effects on local 
communities, population groups, and industries 
who receive a disproportionate share of related 
nuisance effects from MRF and wet/dry facility. 
■ Reuse centres have positive social welfare bcncru 
effect fOT lower income groups as more low cost 
items are made available and adds a potmtial 
matfcct for these goods. 


Potential positive.effect for future 
generations because of mote sustainable 
use of resources and conservation of the 
oivironment for future use/enjoyment. 

N^ative social distributional effects on 
some communities and population groups 
which hear a variety of nuisance and 
potential health effrtrts for the MRF and 
wet/dry facility. 

• Potential for minor difference in lifestyle 
effects between high density and low 

' Potential for negative lifestyle effect on 
those who may have difficulty managing 
the 90 gallon carts (e.g.. elderly, 
disabled). 

' Positive effect from reuse centres for 
lower income groups as mote low cost 
items will be available. 


Advantages 

Potential for positive social 
distributional effect Is greater than that 
for Systems 1 and 2, as System 5 is 
targeted to all types of residences. 

Potentiai for positive effect on futuie 

' waste diverted and conservation of the 
environment is greyer than that for 
Systems I, 2 and 6. 

effect from facilities Is less than that 
of System 6. 

Disadvantaftes 

. Potential for negative di^butional 
effects from facilities due to presence 
of wet/dry facility is greater than that 
for Syslcna M. 

- Potential for negative lifestyle effect 
on the elderiy and disabled is the 
greatest of all the Systems. 


Distribution of lifestyle 
effects 

* 


■ Potential for minor difference in lifestyle effects 
between high density and low density 
developments in level of service. 

' Minor lifestyle inc«ivenience for those who must 
self haul. 

Potential for negative lifestyle effect on those who 
may have difficulty managing the 90 gallon caits 
(e.g., elderiy, disaUed). 
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BI.5-7 



Crileria/lmiiutor 


System Net EfTects 


System Net Efrects 


Advantages^DlsMlvaDlagca 




by Indicator 


by Critcriim 


by Criterion 


Potcntiai future gcncrfflion 


- Potentia) positive effect of passing on a healthier 






efTects of System 


cnviFonment through support for change in 
behaviour to reduction and reuse. 


* 


• 




- Reuse centres have a positive effect through the 
support for repair and reuse of goods and 




. 


■ 


subsequent teduction of resource use. 






■ ■ , 










the cost for changing to more sustainable 


s 














with a healihier environnient and more resources 


•- 


, 




avail^le. 
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ItEGlONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B1.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



Criteria/Indicatar 


Sytttm Net EfTccti 


System Net Effects 


Advantagei/Disadvaatages 




by Indlcator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


GtMnfM 1 T "ft'4#iwtii--t'i'#i!l "^^ 


'm»m— 






PotenliaJ effects on residents 


Potential minor nuisance efferts from 


Potential displacement of rcsidente and 


Advantaces 




drop-off (fctp*)*'- 


community features and businesses 






Potential for odour and vermin effects at 


from location of new MRF and MWK. 


None compared to other Systems. 


• 


community and apartment composting 


faciiiti». 






facilities. 




DisadvantaKes 




Potential displacement of residents for 


Potential health effects from mixed 






the location of new MRF and Mixed 


waitc processing and composting 


Potential for displacement of residents. 


■■ ■■ 


Waste Processing and Composting 


facility for employees, nearby residents 


special/sensitive groups, community 




facility. 


and those with allergies and immuno- 


features and businesses from the 




Potential for significant odour effect 


deficiencies. 


MWPC System facilities is greater 




from Mixed Waste Processing and 




than that predicted for Systems 1-3. 




Composting facility. Virtually all plants 


Minor disruption effects from 






in the U.S. have significant odour 


nuisances (e.g.. odour, traffic) on 


Potential for significant disniption 




problems that have led to their 


residents, communities. 


effects (i.e.. health concons and 




pennanent or temporary closure. May be 


special/sensitive giuiips, comtnunity 


nuisances such as odour, traffic) from 




difTicult to site. Mitigation measures 


features from facilities. 


the MWPC System facilities is greater 




may have only a limited effect 




than that predicted for Systems 1-5. 


' . - ' 


Potential miiswce effects from traffic. 


Potential significant odour effect from 




. 


tiller and noise at MRF and d^)ots. 


MWHC facility. 




■ 


Magnitude of effects may be minimized 




- " 




by proper siting considerations for new 


Potential negative community stigma 


- 




facilities and proper management. 


effect from all facilities, but in 


* 




LandHII bans may lead to illegal 


particular the MWPC facility. 


■ 




dumping and burning. 


•- 





tkir.mwp 



BI.6-2 



Criteria/liMtirator 


Syttem Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantacea/Diiad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criteria 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on speciat/sensitive 


Minor occupational safety concerns with 






groups 


drivers an4 handlers of HHW. 








Potential for significant nuisance and 


, 






health effects from mixed waste 




■ 




processing and composting facility on 








allergy sufferers, people with immuno- 


-. 


■ 




deficiencies, etc. 








Potential employee health/safety 


. 






concerns al MRF and significant 








concerns al the mixed waste processing 


• 






facility. Should be minimized by 


. 






ihitigation. 


■ 






Minor nuisance effects associated with 








odour and physical strain on elderly and 








physically challenged from composting 




. 




and setting out recyclable material. 






f\]lential efTects on communities 


Laixlfil! bans may lead to illegal 




dumping and burning. 






• 


Minor traffic inconvenience in 








communities if materials arc sorted at 




. 




the truck. 








Potential increase in community pride 








Minor negative community stigma effect 








on community image from illegal 








dumping 




. • 




Potential siigma effect and disniptiMi in 








some communities from presence of the 




, 




composting facility, MRF, depots and 








transfer stations. Magnitude of effect 






■ 


dependent cxi site location and 








management of the facility. 


• 






Potential significant stigma effect in 




■ 




some communities due to the presence 


- 




■ 


of a mixed solid waste processing and 








composting facility. 


-. 
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BI.6-3 



Criteria/IiHUcator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/INsMlvant^es 




by IndkatMr 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potcntial efTocts on community features 


PoientiaJ minor nuisance cfTects on 






and businesses 


community features and businesses from 
irafTtc and hauling. 


, 


. 




Potential for significant odour effect 








from Mixed Waste Processing and 




■ 




Composting facility. Virtually all plants 








in the U.S. have signiricani odour 
proMems that have led to their 
permanent or temporary closure. May be 




' 




difTicult to site. Mitigation measures 




". . * 




may have only a limited effect. 








Potential displacement of community 






* 


features and businesses due to siting of 


* 






MRF and mixed waste processing 






' 


facility. 








Nuisance effects at MRF, mixed waste 






^ 


preocssing and composting centre and 




, 




depots from trafric. Ittt» and ncnse. 








Magnitude of effects may be minimized 






* 


by proper siting considerations for new 








facilities and proper management. 


> 






• Potential for odour and vermin problems 


- 


. 




at community and apartment composting 








facilities. 
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BI.6-4 



CrIterWIndlcator 


System Net EfTects 


System Net EITecte 


Advantagct/Disadvantages 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by CriUrton | 


GrilariMltPteoiiiltoBnMlSaciallBVMt | 


Potential for lifestyle ctunges 


Most 3Rs programs have a positive 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


AdvanlaKcs 




social and lifestyle effect, people are 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






willing to do and Icam more, source of 


community pride. Potential for change 


Although a minor effect. System 6 


■ 


personal attd community pride. 


in purchasing habits/aiiitudes and 


offers significantly more direct 




Hk mixed waste pmressing component 


greater acceptance of using 


employment opportunities than 


• 


may have a negative effect because 


repaired/used items. 


Systems l-S (significant increase). 




some people may not perceive a need to 








source separate. It may lead to coimter- 


In the longer term, institutions and 


System 6 has greater potential to 




productive 3Rs lifestyle changes. 


commercial businesses may develop 


increase economic development than 




Variety of lifestyle inconvenioices with 


programs to 'buy back" used while 


Systems 1 -5. The System should 


- •. 


all types of composting. 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


substantially incrrase the ^ntount of 




Residents may become mote aware of 




materials recovered, thetefoie 






Minor potential direct annual 


improving economies of scale for 




change purchasing behaviour. 


employment estimate for the System of 


many recycling industries. 




Reuse activities may have positive effect 


300 jobs or about 0. 1 3% of the 






may contribute to acceptance of using 


Region's employment. Minor increase 


Disadvantages 


' 


repaired/second hand itons rather than 


in potential direct construction 






buying new products. Increased appeal 


employment of 400 person years 


Potential for contamination of the 




and household economic benefits. May 


(estimate). 


recyclable stream is greater in System 




contribute to netghfaourfaond 




6 than in all the other Systems. 




cohesiveness: through communal garage 


Potential minor direct economic 








benefits related to services, and salary 


. System 6 is the least likely of all the 




3Rs promotion has a potentially positive 


and wages for anmuil operations and 


Systems to maximize positive lifestyle 


. , 


effect; encourages positive changes to 


constraction of new facilities. 


changes related to 3Rs. 




conserver and waste diversion attitudes; 








emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 


Potential for negative social and 






as recycling, could lead lo a lifestyle 


lifestyle effect if pet^le do not source 






change. 


separate. 






^ 


Increased amount of materials from 
mixed waste processing will lead lo 






* * 


improved economies of scale for 
recycling industries. 





ikirmup 



BI.65 



Criteria/lBdkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvantagM/DisMlvantatea 




by Indicator 


by Crtterfon 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual 
employment estimate for the System of 


^■ 


- 


* 


300 jobs or about 0. 1 3% of the Regim's 




* 




employment. 


- 






Minor incmise in potential direct 




■ 


' 


constniction employment of 400 person 








years (estimate). 




- • 


Potenbal effect on economic 


Potential fot a minor direct economic 


dcvelopmcm 


benefit fhrni regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the 
constniction of new facilities. 


' 


■ 


Potential operational efTects on 


Potential increase in costs for tenants 


institutions, commercial enterprises and 


and landlords to provide 3Rs service. 




. 


industry 


In the long term institutions and 




' 




commercial enterprises may develop 








programs to "buy back" used white 








goods. 
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Bl.6^ 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflccts 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DiaadvaiilaKcs 




by Indicator 


by CrilcrioD 


by Criterion 


Ctftmtm 3 1 VUtiaMem nf toM OoUt jwt HwMrfHi 






Distribution of socio-economic effects 


Potential negative distributional effert 


Positive effect from teuse centres for 


Advantages 


on industry and population groups 


due to disproportionate share of impacts 


lower iitcome groups as more low cost 






on some locai communities, population 


items will be available. 


Potential for positive social 




groups and industries associ^ed with the 




distributional effect is the greatest of 




Mixed Waste Processing and 


Negative distributional lifestyle and 


all the Systems because System 6 is 


• 


Composting facility and other facilities. 


quality of life effect on some local 


targeted to all types of residences. 




Reuse centra have a positive soaal 


communities, population groufH and 




: 


welfare effect for lower income groups 
as mote low cost items arc made 


industries located near MWPC facility. 


Dt sad vantages 


- 


available and adds a potential market for ' 


Pttsitive social distributional effects 


System 6 has the greyest negative 




these goods. 


likely because System is targeted to all 


potential effect on future generations 




' Potential positive social distributional 


types of residences. 


of all the Systems, due to the potential 




effects from the inclusion of all types of 




for residents to reduce or stop 




residences in the System. 


Current generation pays cost for 


separating irutterial; it has the potential 






changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, resulting in a pasitive effect 
for the future. 


for change to less sustainable 
behaviour. 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 




who must self-haul gaitoage. 
■ Minor lifestyle dislribationai effect 
between multi-family and low density 


■ Potential positive effect on fiilurc 
generations because of wiser use of 


• Of all the Systems. System 6 has the 
nwst significant negative distributional 
effects due to facilities. 


* 




resources and conservation of the 
environment for future use/enjoyment. 


I 


• 


- 


May be off-set due to reduction in 3Rs 




■ ■ • 


•• • 


behaviour by individuals. 
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BI.6-7 



Criteria/Indkator 


Systera Net Effects 


Syatcm Net Eflects 


Advantages/Dindvsntaccs 




by Indicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterion 


Potential future gcneralion effects of 


Potential positive effect through the 






System 


wiser use of resources for the use and 
enjoyment of future generations with 
current generation paying the cost of 
reclaiming materials. 


"• 




■ 


Potential negative effect due to potential 
for residents to stop separating material 


- 




- 


and change to less sustainable 




■* 




behaviour. 
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TABLE B2.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro ToroBlo 



Criterte/Iiidkator 


Syrtcm Net Effects 


Syatcm Net Effects 


Advantagea/DisMlvaiH^cs 




by Indicator 


by Crlterkio 


by Critcrioa 


t>ilM4Ml;^I>tNiiriMUM«A€aaaii«ify^ikBM '-/''n 






Potential effects on residents 


Potential minor nuisance efTrcts from drop- 


Potential displacement of residents. 


Advantages 




on depots. 


community features and businesses 


■ 




Potenual for odour and vcnron prubiems at 


from the siting of the new MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects due 




community and apartment composting 




to siting new facilities is less than 




facilities. 


Disniption effects from nuisances 


that predicted for Systems 2-6 since 




Potential odour and health concerns and 


(e.g., odour, traffic) on residents. 


only one new facility is sited (MRF). 




minor nuiswce cfTecU such as traffic, litter. 


communities, community features and 




' 


birds, vermin and noise associated with the 


businesses associated with 


Potential for disruption effects from 




six centralized composting facilities. EfTocb 


composting facilities, MRFs, depots 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 


_■ 


may be reduced with public education and 


and illegal dumping. 


dn residetMs, community features and 




consultation and proper management of the 




businesses, and health concerns for 




facility. 


Health concerns associated with 


some people from existing and new 




Potential displacement of residents for siting 


centralized windrow composting 


facilities is less than that predicted 


• 


of new Regional MRF. 


facihties and MRF may be minimized 


for Systems 3,5 and 6. 




Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping 


by education, coflsulttfion and proper 






and burning. 


management. 


Disadvantases 


* 


• Reuse centres have minor effect due to 




- 




traffic and visual effects. 


■ Elderly and physically challenged 


None compared to other Systems. 




Minor nuisance effects such as trafTic. litter 


may have a difTicult time i^ng out 






and noise associated with the four MRFs. 


material for pick-up. 






Effects dependent on operation, type of 




• 




material, sensitivity and number of people 


' Potential stignu effect in some 


. 




near facility. 


communities due to existence of 




^ 


- 


MRFs and composting facilities. 





metro.exi 



B2 1-2 



CritcrWIndiratfir 


SyBtem ^fet Eflects 


System NH EfTcctt 


Ad vantagei/Dind vantaget 




by Indlcator 


by Crilerim 


byCritcrioa 


ftjtential efTects on speciaJ/seiuitive 


Minor nuisance effects associated with odour 




. 


groups 


and physjcai strain tm the ekJeriy and 








physically challenged from settii^ out 


' 


■ 




recyclable matcriaJ and using backyard 


' ■■ 


■r* 




composters. 








Minor occupational safety concerns with 




'* 




drivcts and handlers of HHW. 




* 




Potential exposure of employees at MRFs 


' 




and coniposting facilities to health and 






'■ 


safety hazards. Should be minimized by 








education. Could be mitigated by proper 








design and control. 


. ' ' 


■■ 




- Potential health effects on allergy sufferers. 






.. - 


people with immuno-dcriciencies. etc. from 






* 


compost facilities. Magnitude of effect may 








be minimized by proper management. 


• 






' Potentta) employee health and safety 


■ 


' 


> 


concerns at MRFs, transfer stations and 








depots. Should be minimized by mitigation. 


■ 




potential efTecU on communities 


Potential increase in community pride from 




participation. 








Minor negative stigma effect on community 








image from illegal dumping because of need 








for self-haul. 




■ 


■ 


Potential stigma effect in some communities 








due to facilities. Magnitude of effect 
















of facilities. 








Potential minor traflic inconvenience in 






- .: 


communities where materials arc sorted at 






: . 


the truck. Effect reduced by mitigation. 







inelrD.exi 



B2.J-3 



Criteiia/Iitdiutor 


System Net EITects 


System Net ERiects 


Advantaf>c3/Diswl vantages 




by Indicator 


by Critcrioa 


by Criterion 


Potential cfTects on community 


Potential displacemeni of community 






features and businesses 


features and businesses for siting of new 

Regional MRF. 

Potential odour and heaJlh concerns and 


• ■ 




i 


minor nuisance effects such as trafTic, titter, 
bitds vermin and noise associated with the 6 
centralized composting facilities. Effects 


■ • 






may be reduced with public education and 








consultation and proper mana^meni of the 


- , ■ 






facility. 






■ 


Potential minor nuisance effects such as 








iraffic, litter and noise at the 4 MRFs. 
Effects dependent on operation, type of 
material, sensitivity and number of people 


_ 






near facility. 




- 




Potential for odour and vermin problems at 


■ 


^ 


- 


community composting facilities. 








Potential nuisance effects on community 


, 


• 




features and businesses from trafTic and 


- 






hauling. Effect reduced by mitigation. 


. 




, 


Potential minor nuisance effects on 








community features and businesses at some 








transfer stations, depots and reuse centres. 







metro.exi 



B2.M 



Crileria/Indicator 


System Net Eflccts 


System Net Effects 


AdvantafH/DisMlvaiitagcs 




by Indkator 


by Criterioa 


by Critcrfon 






U- ■■ . ^ : 




CitlHte 3 1 PmmSat BNiil i»«lll 


'lipM 






Potential for lifestyle changa 


3Rs have pocitive social and lifestyle effecti 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantases 




people willing to do and learn mote, source 


effect and increase in persmal amVor 






of personal and community pride. 


community pride. Potential for 


System 1 involves fewer lifestyle 




Potential for minor lifestyle inconveniences 


change in purchasing hMiits/attibides 


inconvoiiences than all of the other 




associated with backyard composlen. 


and greater acceptance of using 


Systems. 




Minor inccHivenioices associated with 


rcpaircd/uscd items. 




• 


community composting. 




Disadvanlases 




Some residents may begin to dump large 


■ In the longer term, institutions and 




•■ 


items IllegaJly due to lack of service. 


commercial businesses may develop 


System 1 has less potential than 




Residents may become more aware of HHW 


programs to 'buy back" used white 


Systems 2-6 for maximizing positive 


- ' 


and white goods management and change 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


lifestyle changes. 




purchasing behaviour. 








Reuse centres may have a positive social 


Minor potential direct annual 


Although a minor effect. System 1 




welfare effect and may contribute to 


employmeni estiinale for the System 


offers fewer direct employmeni 




acceptance of using repaited/second hand 


of 1 350 jobs or about 0.09% of the 


opportunities th»i Systems 3-6. 




items rather than buying new products. 


Region's employment. Minor increase 






Reuse centres have iiKneased appeal and 


in potential direct construction 


Although a minor effect. System 1 




household economic benefits. May 


employment of 25 penon years 


offers fewer construction 




contribute to neighbourtKKwt cohesiveness 


(estimate). 


employment opportunities than 


.. 


through encouraging communal garage sales, 




Systems 2-6. 




flea markets, bazaars, etc. 


Potential minor direct economic 


i - 


' ' ■ 


3Rs has potentially positive effect; 


benefits related to services, and salary 






eitcouragcs positive changes to conserver 


and wages for aimual operations and 






and waste diversion attitudes; emphasizing 


construction of new facilities. 


. 


. 


reduction and reuse, as well as recycling, 
could lead to lifestyle change. 


- ■ 


1 



metro.exi 



B2.1-5 



Criteiiii/IiMUcalor 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantage^DissdvmtaiEes 
by Criteriim 


PMcntial effect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual cmploymcni 
estimate for the system of 1350 jobs or 
^KHJt 0.09% of the Region's employment. 
Minor increase in potential direct 
construction employment of 25 person years 
(cslimalc). 


• 


■' 


Potential effect on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic bencnt 
from regional spending related to service, 
and salary atKJ wages paid in aruiual 
operations and in the construction of new 
facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercial enterprises 
and industry 


Provision of recycling bins and composten 

to multi-family buildings may have potential 

for increase in costs to tenants and 

landlords. 

In the long tciiii institutions and commennal 

enterprises may develop prognuns to "buy 

back" used white goods. 
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B21-6 



Criteria/Indicator 



System Net EtftcU 
by Indicator 



System Net Effects 
by Criterion 



Advantages/Disadvantages 
1^ CriterkM 



CMIvlMiJtl 



Distribution of socio-economic efliecu 
on industry and population groups 



Distribution of lifestyle effects 



Negative distributional eniect on local 
communities, population groups and 
industries who receive a disproportionate 
share of the effects from the MRFs, transfer 
stations, depots and composting sites. 
Reuse centres have a positive social welfare 
effect for lower income groups as more low 
cost items are made availd>)e. and it adds a 
potential market for these goods. 



Minor lifestyle distributional effect b^ween 
multi-family and low density development in 
level of 3Rs service. 



Negative distributional effect on some 
local communities, popul^ion groups 
and industries and on lifestyle of 
residents located near facilities as 
they may be affected by nuisance 
effects while other residents served 
i>y the facilities arc unafTected. 
Reuse activities have some positive 
social welfare bencrits for lower 
income groups as more tower cost 
items are available. 
Minor lifestyle distributional effect 
between multi-famtly and low density 
residents in fewer opportunities for 
composting. 

Minor positive effect through wiser 
use of resources and conservation of 
the environment for future use/ 
enjoyment through recycling, 
composting and repair/reuse. 
Cuneni generation bears the costs for 
changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, resulting in a positive 
future generational effect. 



Advantages 

• Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on residents, 
businesses atxi communities is less 
than that for Systems 5 and 6. 

E>isadvanta£es 

' Potential for a positive effect on 
future generations from System 1 is 
less than that of all other Systems, 
except System 6. because it offers 
fewer opportunities for the current 
generation to engage in 3Rs 
behaviour (i.e., using tesouices 
wisely). 

Potential for positive distributional 
effects from provision of 
opportunities to 3Rs services and 
infrastructure is less than that of all 
other Systems (e.g., fewest 
opportunities for multi-family 
residences). 
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B2.1-7 



Critcria/Indicator 


System Net EtTects 


Systein Net Effects 


Ad v«nt«ges/Disad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential future generation effects of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 






System 


healthier environment through support for 
change in behaviour to repair, reuse and 
proper di^msal. 

Reuse centres have a positive effect thtxxigh 
the support for repair and reuse of goods 
and subsequent reduction of resogrce use. 
Positive effect as the current generation is 
paying the cost for changing to more 
sustainable behaviour, which may leave 


1 


' 




future generatioiu with a healthier 








environment and more resouroes available. 


■ 
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B2J 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Metro Toronto 

Sygtem 2 - Rtridential Exbtina/Comiiiitted 



Criteria/liMUcator 


System Net EITccts 


. System Net EfTccts 


Advantages/DiadvaDtagcs 






by Criterion 


by Criterion 


€rilMtel:i^al«riMlMACawM»tlrbwwfi . . 




■' •■■. 


Potential effects on residents 


Potential displacement of residents from the 


Potential displacement of residents. 






siting of the new MRF. 


community features and businesses 




^. 


Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping 


from the siting of the new MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects 




and burning. 




due to siting new facilities is less 


f 


Pbtential for odour and v^min problems at 


Disruption effects from nuisaiKxs (e.g.. 


than that predicted for Systems 5 




community and apartment composting 


odour, traffic) on residents, community 


and 6. 




facilities. 


features, businesses and communities 






Potential odour and health concerns and 


associated with composting facilities 


Potential for disruption effects from 


^ 


minor nuisance effects such as traffic, litter. 


MRF, depots and illegal dumping. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 




birds, vermin and noise associated with the 




on residems, community fe^urcs 




six centralized composting facilities and the 


Health concerns associated with 


and businesses, arxJ health concerns 




leaf and yard waste bunken May be 


centralized windrow composting 


for some people from existing and 


• . 


reduced with public education and 


facilities and MRPs may be minimized 


new facilities is less than that 


- ~ 


consultation and proper management of the 


by education, consultation and proper 


predicted for Systems 3.S and 6. 


• ■ . 


facility. 


management. 




' ' 


Reuse centres have minor effect due to 




Disadvantaecs 




trafTic and visual effects. 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


. 




Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 


have difficulty setting out material for 


■ None compared to other Systems. 




litter and noise from the four MRFs. Effects 
dependent rai operation, type of material. 


pick-up. 


t ' ' 


^ 


sensitivity and number of people near 


Potential stigma effect in some 






facility. 


communities due to existence of MRFs 
and «)inposting facilities. 





metro.com 



B2.2-2 



CriterWliMUcator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTects 


Advanta|;ea/DisMlvai]taKes 




by Indlcator 


by CriterioD 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 


Minor nuisance effects assoaated with odour 






groups 


and physical strain on the elderly and 

physically challenged from setting out 

recycl!d)le inatcrial and using backyard 

composteis. 

Minor occupational safety cottcems with 

drivers and handlers of HHW. 

Potential exposure of employees at compost 

facilities, MRFs, transfer stations, leaf and 

yard waste bunkers and depou to health and 


• 






safety hazards. Should be minimized by 


- ■ 


• 




education. Could be mitigaicd by proper 






- 


design aiKl control. 








Potential health effects on allergy sufferns. 






• 


people with immuiKMlericiencies. etc. from 








composting facilities. Magnitude of effect 








may be minimized by proper management. 




■■» 


Potential effects on communities 


Potential increase in community pride from 


• 


participation. 








Minor negative stigma effect on community 








image from illegal dumping. 


•. 






Potential stigma effect in some communities 




" 




hex^ause of the presence of recycling and 


, 






composting facilities. Magnitude of effect 








dependant on site location and management 








of the facility. 
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B2.2-3 



Critoria/lmUcator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DisMivaiitages 




by Indicator 


by ditenoD 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on community 


Potential nnisance effects on community 






features and businesses 


features and businesses from traffic and 
hauling. Effect reduced by mitigation. 


« 






Poteniial for odour and verniin problems at 








community and apaitmeni composting 


■ 




, 


facilities. 






• 


Potential odour and health concerns and 
minor nuisance effects such as traffic, litter, 
birds, vennin and noise associated with the 


• 


• 


• 


six centralized composting facilities and the 




■ • ■■ ' 




leaf and yaid waste bunkers. May be 








reduced with public education and 


_ 


-' 




consultation and proper management. 




^ 




Potential for odour and vennin problems at 






. 


community composting facilities. 








Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 




.■ 


• 


litter and noise from the four MRFs. transfer 






1 


stations and depots. Effects dependent on 


• 


' 


. 


operation, type of material, sensitivity and 
number of fcaniies/businesses near facilities. 
Potential displacement of features/businesses 
from the siting of the new MRF. 
Reuse centres have minor nuisance effects 






*: 


associated with image. 

s i, 


\ 
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B2.2-4 



CriUtianadicMtar 


Syaten Net Effects 


Syttem Net EfTccU 


Advantagcs/Disadvantagca 




by Indicator 


by Crilcrioa 


by Criterion 


Citartai 2 1 FiolBaiM Ibr RmhI 8ocM 


, #. ■ 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


3Rs programs have positive social and 


Pwential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantaees 




lifestyle effecu, people willing to do and 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






leant more, source of pereonal and 


community pride. Potential for change 


System 2 involves fewer lifestyle 




community pride. 


in purchasing habils/attitudes and 


inconvoiiences than Systems 3-5. 




Potential for minor lifestyle inconveniences 


greater acceptance of using 






associated with backyard composters and 


repaired/used items. 


System 2 has more potential than 




community composting. 




System 1 for maximizing positive 


. 


Residents may become mote aware of HHW 


In the longer term, institutions atKl 


lifestyle changes. 




and white goods management and change 


commercial businesses may develop 






purchasing behaviour. 


programs to "buy back' used white 


DisadvantaKCS 




Some residents may begin to dump large 


goods in fcsponse to residents' needs. 






goods illegally. 




System 2 has less potential than 




Reuse centres have positive effed may 


Minor potential direct annual 


Systems 3-5 for maximizing 




contribute to acceptance of using 


employment estimate for the System of 


positive lifestyle changes. 




repaiced/seoond hand items rather than 


1,350 jobs or rtwut 0.09* of the 






buying new products. Increased appeal and 


Region's employment. Minor increase 


Although a minor effecl. System 2 




household economic beneHts. May 


in potential direct constnirtion 


offers fewer direct employment 




contribute to ndghbourhood cohcsivcncss 


employment of 50 person years 


oppoftunjties than Systems 3-6. 




through supptMt for communal garage sales. 


(estimate). 










Although a minor effect. System 2 




3Rs promotion and education has potentially 


Potential minor direct economic 


offers fewer construction 


* 


a positive effect; encourages changes to 


benefits related to services, and salary 


employment opportunities than 




conserver and waste divcrsimi attitudes; 


and wages for annual opoations and 


Systems 3-6. 




emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well as 


construction of new facilities. 






recycling, could lead to lifestyle change. 
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B2,2-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net F/Tects 


.System Net EfTecta 


Advantages/Disadvaiilagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on cmptoymenC 


Minor potential direct annual employment 




' 




estimate for the System of 1 .350 jobs or 


. 




• 


about 0.09% of the Region's employment. 








Minor incrrase in potential direct 


, 


, 


'. 


construction employment of 50 person years 








(estimate). 






PiotenllaJ effect on economic 


Potential for a minor direct economic benefit 


development 


from regional spending related to service. 


• 






and salary aifd wages paid in annual 


. 


. 


^ 


oper^ions and in the construction of new 








facilities. 






Potential operational effects on 


Provision of recycling services and some 


institutions, commercial enterprises 


composting in multi-family buildings may 






and industry 

■r; 


lead to potential incrrascs in costs for 

landlords and tenants. 

In the i(mg term institutions and commercial 


• 




•» 


enterprises may develop programs to "buy 


' 


. 




back" used white goods that are diflicult to 


. 


• 




dispose of. 
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B2.2-6 



Criteria/Indicalor 


System Net EfTects 


System Net EfTects 


Advantagea/Disadvantagea H 




by indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


CmmmUamaMOcnid 9oGiaiCimttadBmmO» 1 


Distribution of socio-economic cffecU 


Negative distributional cfTect on some local 


' Negative distributiwial effect on some 


Advantages 


on industfy and population groups 


communities, population groups and 


local communities, population groups 






industries, who receive a disproportionate 


aixl industries and on lifestyle of 


Potential for negative distributional 




share of effects from the MRFs, transfer 


residents located near facilities as they 


effects from facilities on residents. 




statioiis, depots, composting facilities and 


may be affected by nuisance effects 


businesses and communities in 


* 


the leaf and yard waste bunkers. 


while other residents served by the 


proximity to the facilities is less 


' " 


Reuse centres have a potential positive 


facility are unaffected. 


than that for Systems S and 6. 


. 


social welfare effect for lower income 






- 


groups as more low cost items are made 


Positive lifestyle effect by 


Poientiai for positive effect on 




available, and adds a potential market for 


incorpofating a larger propoition of 


future generations is greater than 


■ 


these goods. 


high rise households in 3Rs service. 


that of Systems 1 and 6. 






Minor positive effect through more 
sustainable use of resources and 


Disadvantages 


■ 




conservation of the environment for 


Poientiai for a positive effect on 




• 


future use/ enjoyment through 


future generations from System 2 is 


■ 




recycling, composting, repair/reuse. 


less than that of Systems 3-5 
because it offers fewer opportunities 


, * ' 




Current generation pays the costs for 


for the currnit generation to engage 






changing to more sustainable 


in 3R$ behaviour (i.e., using 


J 




behaviour, resulting in a positive future 


resources wisely). 


_ »- 


- 


generational effect. 




_ 






Positive distributional effect from 




- 


Reuse activities have some positive 


provision of 3Rs services and 


, 


f. 


social welf^ betieftts for low income 


infrastructure is less for this System 




■ 


gnHips as more lower cost items are 


than for Systems 3-6 (e.g., fewest 






available. 


opportunities for multi-family 


' 


■k 


* '. . ■ ' 


residences). 
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B2.2-7 



Criteru/Iiidicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Indkator 


System Net Effects 
by CriteiiOD 


AdviDlages/DisMl vantages 
by Criterion 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle distributional effect between 
residents of multi-family and low density 
developments. 


■^ '■ 


■ 


Potential future generation effects of 
System 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 
healthier environment through support for 
change in behaviour to reduction and reuse. 
Reuse centres have a positive effect through 
the support for repair and reuse of goods 
and subsequent reduction of resource use. 
Positive effect as the cunent generation is 
paying the cost for changing to more 
sustainable behaviour, which may leave 
future generations with a healthier 
environment and more resources available. 



metro.com 



TABLE B2J 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro Toronto 



SyiteM 3 • Reakleiitial Direct Cort 



CriteriaOmlkatiM- 


SjrMcn Net Effects 


SyMem Net Effect* 


Advantafea/DbadvBDt^ea 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criteria 


(QtiliilHi 1 : FtotMtUi'LiMid fiinw^iK 


gr-iapHi . 


' ■ - . ' : ■■ :' ' 


■ ■'■ ■■■■ •' ■ ■ . 


PotcnlitJ cfTncis on rcsidoits 


PotHitiBl for odour and vermin effects at 


Potential displacement of residents 


Advantases 




apartments from 3 bin composting units and at 


and community fetiurcs and 






community composting faciltUes. 


businesses from siting a new MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects 




Potential displacement of residems from the 




due to siting new facilities is less 




siting of the new MRF. 


Minor disiuption effect from 


than that piedicted for Systems 5 




Potential odour and health concents and minor 


nuisances (e.g., odour, scavenging 


and 6. 




nuisance effects such as trafnc. litter, birds. 


animals, birds, vermin and itoise) on 






vermin and noise associated with the six 


residents and community features 


Potential for ditraption effects from 




centralized composting facilities and the leaf 


and businesses. Magnitude may be 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traflic) on 




and yard waste btinkers. May be reduced with 


minimized by proper siting 


residents, community features and 


, 


public education and consultation and proper 


considerations for new facilities and 


businesses, and health concerns for 




management of the facility. 


proper management. 


some people from existing and new 
facilities is less than that predicted 




■ Potential minor nuisance effects such as traflic, 






litter and noise from the four MRFs. transfer 


Pntenlial health concerns for 


for Systems 5 and 6. 




stations and depots. EffecU dependent on 


residents, special/sensitive groups 




■ . . 


operation, type of material, sensitivity and 


and employees at MRFs and 


Oisadvanlaget 




number of people near the facility. 


composting facilities. Magnitude 






Reuse centres have minor effect due tolrafTic 


may be minimized by proper design. 


Potential for disruption effects 




and visual effects. 


craMrol, planning, coisultation and 


(visual, vermin, negative 






education. 


community stigma effect) from 
illegal dumping and burning is 




• 


Potential stigma effect in some 
communities due to existence of 
MRFs, composting facilities and 


greater than in all other Systems. 


• 


^ 


illegal dumping and burning. 








Bkk^y and physically challenged 
may have a difTicult time setting out 
material for pick-up. 
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B2.3-2 











CriterWIodkator 


System NK Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvantMM/DisMivutagcs 




by IndkmUM- 


by Criteri«Mi 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 


Minor nuisance effects associated with odour 




. 


groups 


and physical strain on elderly and physically 
challenged from setting out recyclable material 
and using backyard composters. 








Minor occupational safety concents with 


. 


_ - 


. 


drivers and handlers of HHW. 




• * 




Employees at MRFs, transfer stations, depots. 


> ■ . • 




■ 


leaf and yard wastr bunkers and compost 


t 






facilities may be exposed to health and safety 




_ 




hazards. Should be minimized by education. 








Could be mitigated by proper design and 




- 




control. 






• 


Potential for health effecu on allergy sufferers. 








people with immuno-dcficiencies, etc from 








compost facilities and leaf and yaid waste 


- 


' 


' 


bunkers. Magnitude of effect may be 
minimized by pfx>per management. 




• 


Potential cfTects on communities 


Potential for illegal dumping/burning as 












1990: TliiveTge, 1992; Skumatz and Zack. 




, 




1993). Mitigation and enhancement by public 








consultation, variable rate schemes. 




'. 




enforcement, expanded 3Rs, etc. should reduce 








cfiects. 








Potential increase in community pride from 




* 




paiticipation, but potential for minor negative 








stigma effect if dumping and burning are 

prevalenl. 

Potential stigma effect in some communities 


_ 


' 


- 


from piesence of facilities. Magnitude of 


• 






effecl dependant on siie location and 








management of the facility. 




i 


' 


Reuse centres have potential negative stigma 


. 


, 




effect in some communities. 
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B2.3-3 



CrltcrWIndlcmlor 


System Net EfTecta 


System Net EITects 


Advantagea/EMndvantaKca 


' 


by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on commimity 


Potential for illegal dumping in waste 






features and businesses 


containers of businesses and institutions due to 








opposition to direct cost (Eckstram and 






«t 


LaBane. 1992; Krivitz and Schmidt. 1992). 
Potential miimr nuisance effects on community 
features and businesses from traffic and 
hauling. Effect reduced by mitigation. 
Potential for odour and vermin problems at 
community composting facilities. 
PotenUal odour and health concerro and minor 
nuisance effects such as traffic, litter, birds, 
vermin and noise associated with the six 
centralized composting facilities and the leaf 


• 




. 


and yard waste bunken. Effects may be 


■ 






reduced with public education and consultation 








and proper management. 




■ 


. 


Potential displacement of community features 








and businesses from the siting of a new MRF. 








Potential minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 






■ 


littn and noise from the four MRFs, transfer 
stations and depots on community features and 

type of material, sensitivity and number of 

people near the facility. 

Reuse centres have minor nuisance effect 








associated with image. 
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Criteria/Indicator 


System Net RfTects 


System Net EfTects 


Advantagcs^sadvantages 




by IndicalAr 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Crtiarloa 1 : FMoadiri te Bnnd SocU IiBfact | 


Polcnlial for lifestyle changes 


Direct Cost could support 3Rs by encouraging 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantages 




residents to source sqiarate to reduce the 


effect and increase in personal 




• 


amount of gaittage. 


and/or community pride. Potential 


System 3 has more potential than 




People may spend more time diverting, 


for change in purchasing 


Systems 1, 2 and 6, to increase 




compacting or dumping waste in order to avoid 


habils/altiludes and greater 


greater awareness of 3Rs and 


* 


paying (RIS, 1990; Alderden, 1990; Krivii and 


acceptance of using repaired/used 


encourage a more sustainable 




Schmidt, 1992) 


items. 


lifestyle (e.g., source separation. 




Greater potential for people to place wrong 




recycling, composting). 




items in Blue Box as residents maximize its 


In the longer term, institutions and 






use. 


commercial businesses may develop 


Disadvantages 




3Rs and composting have positive social and 


programs to "buy back" used white 




• 


lifestyle effect, people willing to do and learn 


goods in response to residents' 


System 3 has the greatest potential 


„, ' 


more, source of personal and community pride. 


needs. 


of all the Systems for negative 




Variety of lifestyle inconveniences associated 




lifestyle effects associated with 


. 


with all types of composting. 


Minor potential direct annual 


illegal dumping and burning by 




Residents may become more aware of HHW 


employment estimate for the System 


households. 




and while goods management and change 


of 1,525 jobs or about 0,10% of the 


Although a minor effect. System 3 




purchasing behaviour. 


Region's employment. Minor 




Some residents may begin to dump large goods 


increase in potential direct 


offers fewer direct employment 




illegally due lo a lack of service. 


constmction employment of 75 


opportunities than Systems 4-6, 




Reuse centres have positive effect may 


person years (estimate). 






contribute to acceptance of using 




Although a minor effect. System 3 




repaired/second hand items rather than buying 


Potential minor direct economic 


offers fewer constmction 




new products. In some instances, has social 


benefits related lo services, and 


employment opportunities than 




welfare benefits, e.g., provides reused goods ID 


salary and wages for annual 


Systems 4-6. 


■- 


low income residents. 


operations and constnictiui of new 




- 


Increased appeal and household economic 


facilities. 




. 


benefits, May contribute lo neighbourhood 








cohesiveness through support for communal 


Greater potential for people to place 




, 


garage sales, nea maricets, bazaars, etc. 


wrong items in Blue Box as 






SRs promotion has potentially positive effect; 


restd«)ts maximize its use. 






encourages positive changes to conserver and 
waste diversion attitudes; emphasizing 
reduction and reuse, as well as recycling, could 








lead lo lifestyle change. 
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B2,3-5 



CrilcrlB/Indicator 


System Net Eflccts 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTecta 
by Criterioa 


Advantaieea/EHsadvaDtago 
by Criterkm 


Potential effect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 1 525 jobs of about 
0.10* of the Region's employment. 
- Minor increase in potential direct construction 
employment of 75 person years (estimate). 


Potential for a variety of lifestyle 
inconveniences and effects. Some 
resident groups {e.g. elderly. 
disabled) less able to alter lifestyle. 

People may spend more time 
diverting, compacting or dumping 
waste in order to avoid paying. 


t. 


PbteniJal effect on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic benefit 
from regional spending related to service, and 
salary and wages paid in annual operations and 
in the construction of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercial enterprises 
and industry 

i 


Potential increase in costs for landlords of 

multi-family buildings that have municipal 

service. 

Potential increases in costs for landlords and 

tenants because of requirements to provide 

recycling services and the possibility of 

providing composting units and 

vermicompostcrs. 

In the long term, institutions and commercial 

enierfnises may develop programs to "buy 

back" used white goods. 
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CrilttWlndicalM- 



Syftem Net Effects 
by Indkator 



Sytttm Net Effects 
by Criterion 



Adnnti^eanNtMhraBtages 
by Criterion 



CMlMlW S I nuribitoi of SooM CttH Mi I 



Distribution of socio-economic effects 
on industry and population groups 



Dislribuboii of lifestyle effects 



There could be a negative di^butional effect 
as costs for garbage collection could be not 
affordable For lower-income households. 
Potential distributional effect as direct cost 
charges will not be applied to most multi- 
family households (about 50% of households). 
Negative distributional effect on some locU 
communities, population groups and industries 
who receive a disproporbonaic share of the 
effects of the MRFs, composting sites, depots, 
transfer stations and leaf and yard waste 
bunkers. 

Reuse centm have positive social welfare 
effect for lower income groups as more low 
cost items are made available, and adds a 
potential m«tei for these goods. 



Minor lifestyle distrilMJtional effects between 
multi-family and low density development. 



Potential negative distributioruU 
effect as costs for garbage collection 
could not be affordable for lower 
income households. 

Current generation pays the cost for 
changing to more sustainaUe 
behaviour, resultii^ in a poutive 
effect for the future. 

Reuse activilies have some positive 
social welfare benents effect for 
lower income groups as more low 
cost items will be available. 

Expanding 3Rs programs to various 
types of residences has a positive 
social distributional effect 

Neg^ive social distributional effects 
on some comiminities and 
populations which must bear a 
variety of nuisance and potential 
health effects from facilities. 



Advantages 

Potential for a positive effect on 
future generations through 
implementation of 3Rs strategy is 
greater than that for Systems 1 , 2 
and 6. 

Potential for a positive 
distributional effect from provision 
of increased 3Rs services is greater 
than that for Systems I and 2. 

Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on residents, 
businesses and communities in 
proximity to the facilities is less 
than that of Systems 5 and 6. 

Disadvantages 

Potential for a negative 
distributional effect on low income 
groups is greater than that for all 
other Systems. 
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B2.3-7 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net RfTects 


System Net EfTects 


Advantages/Disadvantj^ces 




by Indkator 


by Critenon 


by Criterion 


Poteniial funire generation effects of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 






System 


healthier environment through support for 
change in behaviour to letluction and reuse. 
Reuse centres have a positive effect through 






■ 


the support for repair and reuse of goods and 






/ 


subsequenl reduction of resource use, 




( 


■ 


paying the cost for changing to more 
sustainable behaviour, which may leave future 


■ 


- 


. 


generations with a healthier environment and 








more resources available. 
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TABLE B2.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Mrtiti Toronto 

Svrtwn 4 - Rokitnttol Expmdtd Blue Bo» 



Criteriii/Iiidkator 


Syslcm Net EITects 


System Net EITectfl 


Advantagea/Diaadvantagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 








PbteniiaJ effects on letidenu 


Potential for odour and ventiin effects at 


Potential displacement of residents. 


Advantajces 




apartments from 3 bin composting units and at 


comtnunily features and businesses 


' 




commumly composting facilities. 


from the new MRF. 


Potential for displaM:ment effects 




Landfill l>ans may lead to illegal dumping and 




due to siting new facilities is less 




burning. 


Potential health concerns for 


than that predicted for Systems S 




Potential odour aixi health concenu and minor 


residents, special & sensitive groups 


and 6. 




nuisance cfTccts such as traffic, litter, birds. 


and employees at MRft and 






vermin and noise associated with the six 


composting facilities. 


- Potential for disruption effects from 




ccntraJized composting facilities and the leaf 




nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 


i 


and yard waste bunkers. May be reduced with 


Minor disruption effects from 


on residcitts, community features 






nuisances (e.g., trafTtc. odour) on 


ai>d businesses, and health concerns 


• 


management of the facility. 


residents, special & sensitive groups 


for some people from existing and 


■ - 


Reuse centres have minor effect due to trafTic 


and community features and 


new facilities is less than that 


- 


ai>d visual effects. 


businesses. Magnitude may be 


predicted for Systems 3,5 and 6. 




Potential nuisance effects such as traffic, litter 


minimized by proper siting 






and noise from the four MRFs. Effects 


considerations for new facitities and 


Disadvantaees 


, 


dependent on operation, type of material. 


proper management. 




' 


sensitivity and number of people near facility. 




None compared to other Systems. 




Potential displacement of residents from the 


Elderly and physically challenged 




, 


siting of tlK new MRF. 


nuy have difficult time setting out 




. 




rccyclables and compostahle material 




. 


- 


for pick-up. 
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B2.4-2 



Criteria/lDdkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effecti 


Advantagea/DisMlvantagca 




by IndlcatOT 


by Criterkn 


by Criterkm 


Potential cfTects on special/sensitive 


Minor nuisance effects associated with odour 






groups 


and physical strain on cidcriy and physically 
challenged from setting out recyclable material 
and using backyard composters, 

driven and handlers of HHW. 
Potential exposure of employees at compost 
facilities, MRFs. transfer stations, leaf and yard 
waste bunkers and depots to health and safety 
hazards. Should be minimized by education. 
Could be mitigated by proper design and 
control. 

Potential health effects on allergy suffeien. 
people with immuno-deficiencies, etc. from 
composting facilities and leaf and yard waste 
bunkers. Magnitude of effect may be 
minimized by proper management. 


• 


■ 


Potential effecte on comimuiities 


■ Potential increase in community pride from 




participation. 

Minor negative stigma effect on community 

image from illegal dumping. 

Potential stigma effect in some communities 

because of presence of recycling and 

composting facilities. Magnitude of effect 








dependent on site location and management of 








the facility. 








Reuse centres have potential stigma effect in 




. 




some communities. 








Potential minor traffic inconvenioice in 


, 






communities where materials are soiled at the 








track. 
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B2.4-3 



CriteriWIndkator 


System Net EfTects ! System Net EfTcctt 


Adyantagea/Dindvantagcs 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Ptxeniial effects on community 


Poicntial displacement of community features 






features 


and businesses from the siting of the new 






- 


MRF 


■ 


. 




PotentiaJ nuisance effects on community 




. ■ 




features and businesses from traffic and 




' 


• 


hauling. 






' 


Potential for ndour and vermin problems at 
community and apaitincnt composting 


f 




* 


facilities. 


• 






Potential odour and health concerns and minor 






• " •■ 


nuisance effects such as trafTic, litter, birds, 
vermin and noise associated with the six 






' 


centralized composting facilities and the leaf 

and yard waste bunkers. May be reduced with 

public education and consultation and proper 

management. 

Reuse centres have minor nuisance effect 

associated with image. 

Poicnbal nuisance effects such as traffic, litter 




" 




and noise from the four MRFs. Effects 


_ 






dependent on operation, type of material. 








sensitivity and number of people near facility. 




' 
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B2> 



Criteria/lMlicator 


System Net EfTecta 


System Net Effects 


Advanlafea/Dlndvaiitafea 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


byCritnioD 


CriMiiMi 1 1 PotaaM ftr BiMd Sodil iapBt 




:_;■]:-- 


Potential for lifestyle changes 


3Rs prograim have positive social and lifestyle 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantages 




effect, people willing to do and learn moce. 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






source of personal and community pride. 


comiiHinity pride. Potential for 


System 4 has more potential than 




Potential for minor lifestyle inconveniences 


change in purchasing habits/attitudes 


Systems 1,2 and 6 to increase 




associated with backyard compoaten. 


and greater acceptance of using 


greater awareness of 3Rs and 


• 


Variety of lifestyle inconvenieiKes associated 


repaired/used items. 


encourage a more sustainable 




with all types of composting. 




lifestyle (e.g., source separation, 




Minor inconveniences associated with 


In the longer term, institutions and 


recycling, composting) due lo 


. 


community composting. 


commercial businesses may develop 


familiarity with System. 






programs to "buy back" used white 








goods in response to residents' needs. 


Although a minor effect. System 4 




purchasing behaviour. 




offers more direct cmpktymeni 


■ 


Some residents may begin to dump large goods 


Minor pnlnitial direct annual 


opportunities than Systems 1 and 2 




illegally due to lack of service. 


etnployinent estimate for the System 


(significant increase) and Systems 3 


- 


Reuse centres have positive effect and may 


of I.6S0 jobs or about 0.1 1% of the 


and S (low increase). 




contribute to acceptance of using 


Region's employment. Minor increase 




■ 


repaired/second hand items rather than buying 


in potential direct ccmsttuction 


Although a minor effect. System 4 




new products. Incieased appeal and household 


employment of 100 person years 


offers more constniction 




economic boicfits. May contribute to 


(estimate). 


employment opportunities than 


. 


neighbouriiood cohcsiveness thiou^ support 




Systems N3. 




for communal garage sales, flea markets. 


Potential minor direct economic 




• 


bazaars, etc. 


bencnis eclated to services, and salary 


Disadvanlases 


• 


3Rs promotion has potentially positive effect; 


and wages for annual oprr«ions and 




. 


encourages changes to conserver and waste. 


construction of new facilities. 


• System 4 has more potential for 




diversion attitudes; emphasizing reduction and 




negative lifestyle effects related to 




reu.se, as well as recycling, could lead to 


Potential for lifestyle inconveniences 


inconvenience than Systems 1 and 




lifestyle change. 


associated with household 


2. 






composting. 
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B2.4-5 



CriterWlMttcatiH- 


Systnii Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net ETTects 
by Criterion 


Advantagea/DbadvMit^ea 
by Criterion 


Ptttcntial effect on cmploymcnl 


Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 1 ,650 jobs or about 
0. II % of the Region's employment. 
^fino^ incmase in polential direct construction 
employment of 1 00 person year? (estimate). 


Potential for a minor short tenn 
economic and employment 
beneOt/incnease in the constniction 
secttw. 

Potential increase in community pride 
as people are encouraged to do and 
learn more. 

Potential increase in costs for tenanu 
because of implementation of 3Rs 
Systems in multi-family buildings. 




Polential efrect on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic benefit 
from regional spending related to service, and 
salary and wages paid in annual operations and 
in the constructicHi of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercial enterprises 
and industry 


Potential increases in costs for landlords and 
tenants because of m)uircments to provide 
recycling services and the possibility of 
providing composting uniu and 
vermicomposters. 

In the long term institutions and commercial 
enterprises may develop programs to "buy 
back" used white goods that are difficult to 
dispose of 
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B2.4-6 



Critcri^DdicMor 


System Net Eflectt 


SyHcm Net Effect! 


AAnBtMffa/tHimdrmntmgia ■ 




by Indicalor 


by Criterkm 


by Critcrkn 


GrlMrtM J ) OMitaita flf Soelil Oorti MtlMili 


t ■ 




Disuibulion of socio-economic 


Negative distributional effect on some local 


• Current generation beats the cost for 


Advantages 


efTects on industry and population 


communities, population groups and industries. 


changing to a more sustainable 




groups 


who receive a disproportionate share of effects 


behaviour, results in positive future 


Potential for a positive effect on 




from the MRFs, transfer stations, depots. 


generational effect. 


future generations through 




composting facilities and the leaf aixl yard 




implcmenUtion of 3Rs strategies is 


• ■ 


waste buidcers. 


Positive effect from reuse centres for 


grraler than that of Systems 1. 2 




Reuse centres have a potential positive effect 


lower income groups as more low 


and 6. 




for lower income groups as more low cost 


cost items will be available. 






items available and adds potential market for 




Potential for negiKive distributional 


-' 


these good*. 


■ Expanding 3Rs programs to various 


effects from facilities on residetils. 






types of residences has a positive 
social distributional effect 


businesses and communities in 
pronimity to the facilities is less 






Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle distributional effects between 




than that of Systems S and 6. 




multi-family and low density development in 


Negdive social distributional effects 






level of 3Rs service. 


on some comnHuiities and populations 


- RMential positive effect from 


' 




which must bear a variety of nuisance 


di^bution of 3Rs service is greater 


J 




and potential health effects from the 


than that of Systems 1 and 2. 






facilities. 


Dtsadvantajies 








Potential future generation effecu of 


- Potential positive effect of lussing on a 


'. 




System 


healthier environment through support for 


* 


None compared to other Systems. 




change in behaviour to reduction and reuse. 








Reuse centres have a positive effect through 








the support for refwir and reuse of goods and 






" 


subsequent reduction of resource use. 
Positive effect as the current generation it 




- 




paying the cost for changing to more 










" 




- 


generations with a healthier environment and 


!- 






more resources available. 
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TABLE B2^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro Toronto 



Syrtem 5 • Rc«iileiili«l Wrt/Pry 



Ciileria/Indicator 


. . Sjntan Net ETTecte 


Syften Net Effect! 


Adv«ntacca/Di(Mlnut*KCs 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CMiHtiilsMMl^LaniC 


tm0MU0f^iMiifttit''''-i'-- 


^- . ^ ' 




Potential effects on residents 


PDlential for odour and vcnnin effects at aputments 


Potential displacement of residents. 


Advantages 




(from 3 bin composting units) and at composting 


community features and businesses from 




■ 


facilities. 


sitii^ of MRF and wet/dry composting 


Potential for displacement of residents. 


■ " 


I^Aential displacement of residenu for the siting of 


fadlity. 


community features and businesses due 




the new MRF and the centralized wet/dry 




to siting new MRF and wet/dry facility 




composting facility. 


Potential health concerns of employees 


is less than that predicted Tor System 


' 


• Potential for odour effects health and safety 


at MRFs and wet/diy composting 


6. 


_ 


concerns and minor nuisance effects such at trafTic, 


facility and of people with allergies and 




' 


litter, visual, birds, vermin and noise from the 


immuno-deficiencies. 


■ Potential for disruption effects from 


• 


centralized composting facility and leaf and yard 




health concerns and nuisances (e.g.. 


- 


waste bunkers. These effects may be more 


Potential disruption effects from 


odour, traffic) on rcsid»tts. 


_- 


extensive in wet/dry combined composting than in 


nuisances (e.g.. odour, trafTic) on 


communities and employees from 




leaf and yard waste composting. 


residents, special/sensitive groups. 


wet/dry facility is \tu than thitt 




Potential for odour effects, health and safety 


community fe^ures aiKl businesses from 


predicted for System 6. 




concerns, and minor nuisance effects from the four 


MRF and wet/dry facility. 






MRFs and depots. These effects may be more 




Disadvantases 




extensive in a wet/dry system than with other 


' RIderiy and physically challenged may 






facilities, because of potential for contamination. 


have a difficult time in using wet/dfy 


' Potential for di placement of 




' Reuse centres have minor effect due to trafTic and 


carts. 


residents, special/sensitive groups. 




visual effects. 




community features and businesses and 


- 


- . 


• Pntmtial negative comiminity stigma 


communities due to siting new MRF 






effect from facilities, in particular the 


and wet/dry facility is greater than that 


' 




wet/dry facility. 


predicted for Systems 1 -4. 






* 


Potential for disruption effects from 




, ..'-•' 




health concerns and nuisances (e.g.. 
odour, traffic) on residents. 








communities and employees from 
wet/dry system facilities is greater than 




' 




that predicted for Systems M. 
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m.s-2 



Criteria/Iadkator 


SyUm Net Effcdi 


SjHtm NdEflectc 


Advanlagea/DbadvaBlaga 




by Indicator 


by Criteria 


by Criterion 


Poienlial cfTccts on 


Minor nuisance effects associdcd with odour and 




Least convenient of all Systems, 


spcctal/iensitivc groups 


physical sinun on elderly and physically challenged 


■ 


particularly for the elderty. disabled 




frum paitjcipation in composung. 




' and multi-family residents. 


• 


Wrt/Dry System may be very difficutt for elderly 








and disabled gnnips. particularly in higher density 








ar»s (townhouses, low rises) where space is 








limited. 


.. 






■ Minor occupational safety concerns with drivers 








and handlers of HHW. 


» 






■ Employees at MRFs and in particular at the wet/dry 








facility may be exposed to a variety of health and 








safety hazards such as HHW and sharps in 'wet" 








stream. Hazards should be minimized by 








consultation and education and mitigated by proper 








design and control, and appropriate clothing and 


, 






management for the employees. 


- 






• Potential for health effecu (odours) for allergy 
sufferers, people with immuno-deficiencies. etc. 
from wet/dry facility and leaf and yard waste 


■ 






bunkers. Magnitude of effect may be minimized by 








proper management. 






Pocential effects on 


' Potential traffic inconveniences due to the wet/dry 


communilies 


collection system, and increase in materials being 


/ 






transported. 








' Potential for increase in community pride through 








paiticipalion in all aspects of 3Rs. 




* 




Minor negative stigma effect on community image 








from illegal dumping of large items. 


. 




^ 


- Potential stigma effect in some communities from 








the presence of facilities. Magnitude of effect 












. 




facility. This effect may be greater with a "wet" 




- 


. 


compCKting facility than with other facilities. 


_ 






Reuse centres have potential stigma effect in some 








communities. 








Landfill bans may lead to illegal burning and 








dumping. 
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B2.5-3 



Crilcria/Imlkator 


System Net EfTects 


System Net EfTects 


Advutafci/DisMivantaga 


, 


by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criteritm 


Potential effecis on 


- Potential displacement of community features and 






community features and 


businesses for the siting of the new MRF, and 






businesses 


centralized wet/dry composting facility. 
Potential nuisance effects on community features 
and businesses from traffic and hauling. 
Potential for odour and vennin piublems at 
community and apartment composting facilities. 


• . 






Potential for nuisance effects from drop-off depots 


- . ■ 






and transfer stations. 






- 


- Potential for odour effects health and safely 
concerns and minui nuisance effects such as trafltc. 
litter, visual, birds, vermin and noise from the 


- 


' 




centralized composting facility and leaf and yard 








waste bunkers. These effects may be more 








extensive in wet/dry combined composting than in 








leaf and yard waste composting. 




_ 


'• 


' Potential for odour effects, health and safety 
concerns, and minor nuisance effects from the 4 
MRFs. These effects may be more extensive in a 
wet/dry system than with other facilities, because of 


• 


• 




potential for contamination. 
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B2.5-4 



CritMla/liMUaitor 


Syiten Net EfTccts 


System Net EITecti 


AdvantageaflNsadvantagca 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterioa | 


QriHHwSiMBriiilliKBn^aadiltapiot | 


Potential for lifestyle changes 


• Potential for a variety of minor lifestyle 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantaftcs 




inconveniences associated with the wet/dry carts. 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






Effects may be greater in high density areas. The 


community pride. Potential for change 


System 3 has more potential than 




carts may be loo large for some residents to 


in purchasing habits/attitudes and greater 


Systems 1. 2 and 6 for positive social 




manage during the winter. 


acceptanoe of using repaired/used items. 


and lifestyle effects as residents learn 




- 3Rs has probably a positive social and lifestyle 




the operation of the System and realize 




effect, people willing to do and team more, source 


' In the longer term, institutions and 


the potential for higher waste 




of personal and community pride. 


commercial businesses may develop 


diversion. 




■ Variety of lifestyle inconveniences with all types of 


programs lo "buy back" used while 






composting. 


goods in response to residenu' needs. 


' Although a minor effect. System 5 




' Residents may become more awaie of HHW and 




offera more direct employment 


• 


white giMxts fnanageinent and change purchasing 


- Minor potential direct annual 


opportunities than Systems 1-3 (low- 


■ 


behaviour. 


employment estimate for the System of 


moderate increase). 




' Reuse centres may have a positive effect in 


1 ,600 jobs or about 0. 1 1 % of the 






contributing to the acceptanoe of using 


Region's emptoynient. Minor increase in 


Disadvaittases 




rqMired/second hand items rather than buying new 








products. Increased appeal and household economic 


of 350 person years (estimate). 


' System S has the greatest potential of 




benefits. May contribute to neighbourhood 




all the Systems for lifestyle 




cohcsiveness, through support for commutud garage 


- Potential minor dtrect economic benefits 


inconveniences (i.e., associated with 


, 


sales, flea markets, bazaars, etc. 


relied to services, and salary and wages 


the wet/dry carts). 




3Rs promotion has potential positive effects: 


for annual operabons and construction 






enoxirages ctianges to conserver and waste 


of new facilities. 


■ System S has the ^eatest potential for 




diversion attitudes; emphasizes reduction, recycling 




Itie most signiflcant operationai 




and reuse; can contribute to lifestyle changes. 


Potential lifestyle inconveniences 


changes and added costs in 






(difficult to move in winter, waste 


implementing a wet/dry system in low 






sticking to cart, etc.) for all residents 


rise and high rise apartments. 




_ 


associated with the wet/diy carts. 






• 




Although a minor effect. System S 






- Minor increase in direct construction 


offers fewer direct employment 




■ 


employment of about 340 person years. 


opportunities than Systems 4 and 6. 
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B2.5-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


. System Net Effccli 
by Indicator 


System Net Eflccto 

by CriterteD 


AdTanlagea/Diaad vantages 
by Criterion 


PotentJal effect on 
employment 


- Minor potential direct annual employment estimate 
for the System of 1 .600 jobs or about 0. 11 % of the 
Region's employment. 

Minor incrrase in potential direct construction 
employment of 350 person years (estimate). 


Annual direct employment for the 
System of about 1525 jobs or about 0. 1 
percent of the Region's employment. 
Primarily in low skill jobs. 

Minor direct economic benefits from 
capital expenditures and wages and 
salaries. Magnitude of effect uncolain. 


' . 


Potential effect on economic 
developmoit 


■ Potential for a minor direct economic benefit from 
regional spending related to service, and salary and 
wages paid in annual operations and in the 
constiuction of new facilities. 


Potential operational cfTects 
on institutions, commeicial 
enterprises and industry 


Provision of wet/dry bins and recycling bins in 
multi-family buildings will potentially lead to 
increased costs for landlords and tenanu. There 
may be a variety of nuisance effecu resulting from 
this program. 
' In the long-term institutions and commercial 
enterprises may develop programs to "buy back" 
used white goods. 
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B2.5-6 



Critcria/lDdkator 


System NH EITecU 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/DiMdvantaxes | 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion [ 


CitetlM3iDi*iMtkaarScicMC(Mtt«idBflMatt | 


Distribution of socio- 


' Negative distributional effects on local 


' Potential positive efTect for future 


Advantages 


economic cfTccts on industry 


communities, population groups, and industries who 






and population groups 


receive a disproportionate share of related nuisance 


use of resources and conservation of the 


Potential for positive social 




effects from the MRFs and wet/dry facility. 


enviroflment for fiiture use/enjoyment. 


distributional effect is greater than 




- Reuse centres have positive social welfare benefit 




Systems 1 , 2 and 3, as System 5 is 


» 


effect for lower income groups, as more low cost 


■ Negative social distributional effects on 


targeted to all types of tesidences. 




items are made available and adds a potential 


some communities and population 






market for these goods. 


groups which bear a variety of nuisance 


Potential for positive effect on future 






and potential health effecb for the 


generabons. because of high volume of 






facilities. 


waste diverted and conservation of the 








environment, is greater than that for 






Positive effect from reuse centre* for 
lower income groups as more low cost 
items will be available. 

• Potentaal for minor differeiKe in 


Systems 1 . 2 and 6. 

Potential for negative distributional 
effect from facilities is less than that 
erf System 6. 


Distribution of Urcstylc 
effects 


Potential for minor difference in lifestyle effects 
between hi^ density and low density developments 
in level of service (i.e., less convenient for multi- 
family residents}. 

Potential for negative lifestyle effect on those who 
may have difTiculty managing the 90 gallon cans 
(e.g., elderly disabled). 




lifestyle effects between high density 
and low density developments in level 
of service. 


Disadvaniaxes 

- Potential for negative distributional 






• Potential for negative lifestyle effect on 


effect from faciliti« on some 




- 


those who may have difficulty managing 








the 90 gallon caits (e.g.. elderly. 


wet/dry facility, is greater than that for 




• 


disabled). 


Systems 1-4. 

Potential for negative lifestyle efliect 


I\>(aitiil future gemalkiB 


Potential positive effect of passing on a healthier 


effects of System 

■ 


eqvirooroent through support for change in 
behaviour to reduction and reuse. 
Reuse centres have a positive effect through the 
support for repair and reuse of goods and 
subsequent reduction of resource use. 
- Positive effect as the current generation is paying 
the cost for changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, which may leave future generations with 
a healthier environment and mote resources 




on the elderly and disced is the 
greatest of all the Systems. 




available. 
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TABLE B2.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro Toronto 



STitoa i - BwMfiirial Mixed WMte 



CiUeTiMfltMcMUtr 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagca/DlsMlvantages 




by Indicator 


by Critefion 


by Criterion | 


fiiiiiw 1 niiiwii 1 mil niM^ fwjwii | 


Potential effects on rcsidenU 


- Potential for odour and venniii efTects at 


Potential displacement of residents 


Advantaftes 




community and apartment composting 


and community fcatitres and 






facilities. 


businesses from location of the new 


None compared to other Systems. 




Potential dis{daoement of residents for the 


MRF and the two mixed waste 




- 


location of the new MRF and the two mixed 


processing and compCMting facilities. 


DisadvantaKes 




waste processing and composting facilities. 








■ Potential for significant odour effect from 


■ Potential health effects from MWPC 


Potential for displacement of 




VfiJied WaMc Processing and Composting 


facilities for employees, nearby 


residenu, special/sensitive groups. 




facilities. Virtually all plants in the U.S. have 


residents and those with allergies atxl 


community features and businesses 




slgnincani odour problems that have led to 


inmiu no-deficiencies. 


from siting the new MRP and the 




their pcnnanent or temporary closure. May be 




two MWP facilities is greatn dian 


. 


difFicult to site. Mitigation measures may 


Minor disruption effects from 


that predicted for Systems 1-5. 


- 


have ofJy a limited effect. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) on 




^ 


Potential odour and health concerns and 


residents, communities. 


Potential for significant disruption 




minor nuisance effects sudi as traffic, litter. 


special/sensitive groups, community 


effects (i.e., health concerns and 




birds, vermin and noise associated with the 


features from facilities. 


nuisances such as odour, traffic) from 


■ 


composting facilities and the leaf and yard 




MWPC facilities is greater than that 




waste bunkers. May be reduced with public 


Potential significant odour effect from 


predicted for Systems 1-3. 




education and consultation atxl proper 


MWPC facilities. 






management. 








Reuse centres have minor effect due lo traffic 


Potential negative community stigma 






and visual efTeas. . 


ef^t from facilities, in particular the 


• 




F^Hential nuisance effects such as traffic, litter 
aiMJ noise from MRPs and drop-off depots. 
Effects dependent -on operation, type of 


MWPC facility. 


- 


■ ■ 


material, sensitivity and number of people 


• 






near facility. 




' 



ntetro.mwp 



B2.6-2 



Critcria/Indkator 


SyDcn Net Effects 


SyMcm Net EffecU 


Advantagca/IMnd vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Crilerkn 


Pbtential effects on special/semitive 


- Minor nuisance cfTccts associated with odour 






groups 


and physical strain on elderly and physically 
' challenged from composting and setting out 
recyclable material. 
Minor occupational saTety concerns with 


' 






driveis and handlers of HHW. 








Potential for significant nuisance and health 








effects from the two mixed waste processing 








and composting facilities on allergy sufferers. 








people with immuno deficiencies, etc. 
Potential for less severe effects at composting 
facilities and leaf and ysml waste bunkers. 
■ Potential employee hcallWsafciy concerns at 
the (wo mixed waste processmg and 
composting facilities and other composting 
facilities and leaf and yard waste bunkers. 


■ 






Should be minimized by mitigation. 






PotentiaJ cfTects on communities 


Minor traffic inconvenience in communities if 




materials are sorted at the truck 








Potential increase in community pride 








- Minor negative community stigma effect on 




■ 




community image from illegal dumping 


■ 






Potential significant stigma effect in some 






1 


communities due to the presence of the two 








mixed solid waste processing facilities. 








Potential stigma effect and disniption in some 








communities from presence of the composting 






. 


facilities, MRFs. depots, leaf and yard waste 


«' 






bunkers and transfer stations. Magnitude of 








effects dependant on site localim and 




- . 




management of the facility. 


* 





metro.mwp 



B2.6-3 



Criteria/Indiutor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DisMlvaiitagcs 




by Indkalor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential ettoas on community 


Potential minor nuisaitce effete (Hi 






features and businesses 


community features and businesses from 
irafTic and hauling. 








' Poiemia] for significant odour e^icct from the 








two Mixed Waste Processing and Composting 




.' . 




facilities. Virtually all plants in the U.S. have 






^ 


signiricant odour problems that have led lo 






■ 


their permanent or temporary closure. May be 






t 


difficult to site. Mitigation measures may 
have only a limited effect. 


- 


* 




Potential displacement of community features 


* 




» 


and businesses to locate MRP and Uk two 


■* 


■ 


. 


mixed waste processing and composting 






* 


facilities. 




... 




Nuisance effects ftom MRFs, transfer stations. 








depots and the mixed waste processing and 


- 




.• ' * 


composting facilities, other composting 


• 






facilities and leaf and yard waste bunken. 




- 




include: traffic, litter aitd noise. Magnitude of 








effects may be minimized by proper siting 








considerations for new facilities and proper 








management. 






. 


Potential for <Mh>ur and vcnnin problems at 








community and apffltmou composting 








facilities. ^ 


1 
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Criteria/Iadkator 


Sywttm Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantage^Dindvantagf* 


.^« _*a. -* ^ ^ - ^h. ^^ A* A- tf ^k ^ M ^ « 


l^ladkator 


by Criteria 


by Crilerioa 


CiHiIwi > 1 FmiMfcr WmA Sacfc 

Potential for lifestyle changes 


Most 3Rs programs have a positive social and 


Potential positive social aitd lifestyle 


Advantages 




lifestyle effect, people willing to do and leant 


effect and increase in pergonal and/or 






more, source of penonal and community 


community pride. Potential for 


Although a minor effect. System 6 


• 


pride. However, the mixed waste processing 


change in purchasing habits/attitudes 


offers mote direct employment 


!■ 


component may have a negative effect 


and greater acceptatKe of using 


oppoitunities than Systems 1-3 




because some people may twt perceive a need 


repaired/used items. 


(significant increase) and System 4 


■ 


to source separate. It may lead to counter- 




and 5 (moderate increase). 


. 


produr* -e 3Rs lifestyle changes. 


In the longer teim. institutions and 




. 


Variety of lifestyle inconveniences with alt 


commercial businesses may develop 


System 6 has greater potential lo 




types of composting. 


programs to "buy back" used white 


increase economic development than 




Residents may become more aware of HHW 




Systems l-S. 




and white goods managemeni and change 






. 


purchasing behaviour. 


- Minor potential (tiiect anmul 


Disadvantages 




Reuse centres have a positive effect may 


employment estimate for the System 




; ■ • ' 


contribute lo acceptance of using 


of 1.825 jobs or about 0.13% of the 


Potential for contamination of the 




repaired/second hand items rather than buying 


Region's employment. Minor increase 


recyclable stream is greater in 




new products. Increased appeal and household 


in potential direct construction 


System 6 than in all the other 


• 


economic benefits. May contribute to 


employment of 1,250 person years 


Systems. . 




rKighbourhood cohesiveness: through support 


(e^imalc). 






for communal garage sales, flea markets. 




System 6 is the least likely of all the 






Potential minor direct economic 


Systems to maximize positive 




3Rs promotion has a pot^ially positive 


benefits related to service*, and salary 


lifestyle changes related to 3Rs. 




effect; encourages positive changes to 


and wages for annual operations and 






conserves and waste diversion attitudes; 


construction of new facilities. 






emphasizing reduction aixl reuse, as well as 






■ 


recycling, could lead to lifestyle change. 


Potential for negative social and 
lifestyle effect if people do not source 
separate. 





metro, mwp 



B2.6-5 



CriterWiDdkator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantagcs/Disad vantages 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on cmptoymenl 


Minor potential direct annual cmptoyineni 
estimate for the System of 1 ,825 jobs or 
about 0.13% a( the Region's employmcni. 
Minor increase in potential direct construction 
employment of 1,250 person years (estimate). 


. ■ 


m 


Potential effect on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic benefit 
from regional spending related to service, and 
salary and wages paid in annual operations 
and in the construction of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
instituirons, oommercial enterprises 
and industry 


Provision of recycling and composting 

services in multi-family buildings may lead to 

potentially increased costs for tenants and 

landlords. 

In the long term institutions and commercial 

enterprises may develop programs to "buy 

back" used white goods. 



mctro.mwp 



B2.&^ 



Criteria/lDdkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTecU 


AdvaBtacM/DiiMlvaiitacea \ 




by IndkatM' 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


Cill«lM)tIltaMtaMio>8rSodilOo«»mlBeHlili | 


Distribution of socio-econotnic 


Potential negative distributional effect due to 


Positive effect from reuse centres for 


Advantaaes 


dTccts on industry and populitfion 


disproportionate share of impacts on some 


lower income groups as more low 




groups 


local communities, population groups and 


cost items vnil be available. 


Potential for positive social 


- 


industries from the two Mixed Waste 




distributional effect is the greatest of 


' 


Processing and Composting facilities and 


Negative distributional lifestyle and 


all the Systems because System 6 is 




other facilities: composting sites, MRFs. leaf 


quality of life effect on some local 


targeted to all types of residences. 




and yard waste bunkcn, transfer stations and 


communities, population i^uups and 






depots. 


industries located near MWPC 


DisadvanlaKei 


" 


Reuse centres may have a positive sociai 


facility. 




' 


welfare effect for lower income groups as 




System 6 hu the greatest negative 




more low cost items are made available, and 


Positive social distribultonal effects 


potential effect oo future generations 




adds a potential market for these goods. 


likely because System is targeted to 


due to the potential for residents to 






all types of residences. 


reduce or stop separating material; it 




as System is targeted to all types of 




has the potential for change to less 


• 


residences. 


Cuncnl generation pays the cost for 
changing to more sustainable 


sustainable behaviour. 






behaviour, results in a positive effect 


Of all the Systems, System 6 has (he 




^ 


for the future. 


most significant negative 
distributional effects due to facilities. 


' 


■ ■ 


• Potential positive effect on fiiture 




■ 




generations bec»jse of wiser use of 
resources and conservation of the 
environment for fiMurc use/enjoymenL 






" 


May be off-set due to potential 
reduction in 3Rs behaviour by 
individuals. 




Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle distributional effect between 


. 


multi-family and low density development in 


^ 




i 


level of 3Rs service. 


. 


• 



metro.mwp 



B2.6-7 



1 CrKcria/lMlicalor 


System Net Eflects 


System Net Effects 


AdvanUges/Disadvmtages 




by Indkitor 


by Criterion 


by CriterioD 




Potential positive effect through the wiser use 




- 


System 


of lesourDes for the use and enjoyment of 
future generaticHtt with current generation 
paying the cost of reclaiming materiats. 
Potential negative effect due to potential for 
residents to stop separating material and 


: 




-'■ 


change to less sustainable behaviour. 


. 
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TABLE B3.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITV 
SYSTEM 



SfUqp 1 - Rtridcntial Eatodng 



Criteria/liMtkaUir 


System N«t EfTccto 


Sydem Net EfTccts 


Advantagca/Dindvantagea 1 




by Indicator 


by Criteria 


by Criterkn | 


CtHmtm I iPemmUmii Oommiity fafiirti | 


Pblenlial effects on residents 


Pblential displacement of residents for 


Potential displacement of residents. 


H 

Advantages 




siting of new Regional MRF. 


community features and businesses 






Potential minor nuisance effects from drop- 


from the siting of the new MRF. 


Potential for disptacement effects 


* 


off depots wd MRF. 




due to siting new facilities is less 




Potential for odour and vermin problems al 


Dismption effects from nuisances 


than that predicted for Systems S and 


. 


community and apartmcni composting 


(e.g., odour, stigma) on resideitts. 


6 since only one new facility is sited 




facilities. 


communities, community features. 


(MRF). 




Potential odour and health concenu and 


businesses and associated with 






minor nuisance effects such as traflic. 


composting facility, MRF, depots and 


Potential for disruption effects from 




litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


illegal dumping. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) on 




with the centralized composting facility. 




residents, communily features and 


, 


Effects may be reduced with public 


Health cmicems associated with 


businesses, and health concerns for 


* 


edutation and consultation and proper 


centralized windrow composting 


some people from existing and new 




management of the facility. 


facility may be minimized by 


facilities is less than that predicted 


. 


Minor effect at reuse centres due to traflic 


cducalicHi. consultation and [Moper 


for Systems 5 and 6. 


- 


and visual effects. 








Landfill bans and regional lecycling 




Disadvantaftes 


. 


le^slation may lead lo illegal dumping and 


Elderly and physically challenged 






burning. 


may have a difficult time setting out 
nuoerial for pick-up. 


None compared to other Systems. 






I^jtential siting stigma effect in some 




'"* 




communities due to existence of MRF 








and composting facility. 
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B3 1 2 



CriterWlndicator 


System Net EITects 
by Indkator 


Syrtem Net Effects 
by Criterkm 


AdvaoUgea/DiflMl vantages 
1^ CrilerioB 


PotoitiaJ effrcts on special/semitive 
groups 


Elderly and physically ctiallenged may 
have difficulty in setting out recyclable 
material and in using backyard compostcrs. 
Minor occupational safety concerns with 
drivers and handlers of HHW. 
Potential exposure of employees at MRF 
and composting facility to health and 
safety hazards. Should be minimized by 
education. Could be mitigated by proper 
design and control. 

Potential heahh effects on allergy sufferers, . 
people with immuno-dcnciencies, etc. from 
compost facility. Magnitude of effect may 
be minimized by proper management. 


-- 


• - . 


Potential efTects on communities 


Potential increase in community pride from 
participation. 

Minor negative stigma effect on 
community image from illegal dumping. 
Potential stigma effect in some 
communities due to MRF and ccmipost 
facility. Magnitude of effect dependent on 
site location and managemem of facilitiics. 
Potential minor traffic inconveniences In 
communities where materials are sotted at 
Ihc truck. Effect reduced by mitigation. 
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B3.I-3 



Criteria/IndkatiH- 


System Net Efflecto 


System Net EfTects 


AdniDtagea/biaadvanlagefl 




by todicalor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


nitential cfTecu on communiry featuns 


Potential for odour and vennin problems at 






and business 


conununity and ainrtment composting 








facilities (USA Today, 1991; Biocyclc. 




» 




1992). 








■ (\Mcntial odour and health concerns and 








minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 






• 


litter, birds vermin and noise associated 






■ ■ 


with centralized composting facility. 








EfTecis may be reduced with public 




■• 






' 






managemcm of the facility. 






'- * 


■ Potential displacement of community 
features and businesses for siting of new 




. 




Regional MRF. 


- 






Rotaitial minor nuisance effects such as 








traffic, litto- and noise at MRP. EfTecu 








dependent on operation, type of material. 


. 






sensitivity and number of people near 








facility. 
• Potential minor nuisance effects on 

community features and businesses at some 








transfer stations and depots. 


* 






Potential nuisance effects on community 






• 


reatum and businesses from traffic and 








hauling. Effect may be reduced by 




- 




mitigation. 
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B3.l^ 



1 Crilcrlii/liMlkaUM- 


System Net Eflects 


System Net Effects 


Ad vantages/Disadvantages 


D 


by Indicator 


by Critcrioo 


by Criterion 


CMtMlM f i MMUftr Imad tadd 1 


ioipM 




. 


Potetitia) for lifestyle changes 


3Rs have. positive social and lifestyle 


l^itential positive social and lifestyle 


Advanlajies 


/ 


effect, pcopk willing to do and leani more. 


effect and increase in pcrronal and/or 






source of personal and community pride. 


community pride. Potential for 


System J involves fewer lifestyle 


. 


Potential for minor lifestyle inconveniences 


change in purchasing habits/attitudes 


inconveniences than all of the other 




associated with backyard compostcrs. 


and greater acceptance of using 


Systems. 


t 


Minor inconveniences associated with 


repaired/used items. 




' 


commuttity composting. 




DisadvantaKes 




Some residents may begin to dump targe 


In the longer term, institutions and 






items illegally due to landfill bans. 


commennal businesses may develop 


System 1 has less potential than 




Residents may become more aware of 


programs to "boy back" used white 


Systems 2-6 for maximizing positive 




HHW and white goods management and 


goods in response to residoits' needs. 


lifestyle changes. 


. 


change purchasing behaviour. 








Reuse centres may have positive effect 


Minor potential direct annual 


Although a minor effect. System 1 


, 


may contribute to acceptance of using 


employment esfimate for the System 


offers fewer direct employment 




repaired/second haiKt items raiher than 


of 225 jobs or about 0.06% of the 


opportunities than Systems 2-6. 




buying new products. 


Region's employment. Minor increase 




, 




in potential direct construction 


Although a minor effect. System 1 




household economic benefits. May 


employment of 50 person years 


offers fewer construction 


. 


contribute to neighbourhood cohesiveness 


(estimate). 


employment opportunities than 




through encouraging communaJ gvagc 




Systems 3-6. 






Potential minor direct economic 






■ 3Rs has potentially positive effect; 


benefits related to services, and salary 






encourages positive changes to conserver 


and wages for annual operations and 


" 


_• 


and waste diversion Etudes; emphasizing 


construction of new facilities. 


^ 




reduction and reuse, as well as recycling. 






■ ' 


could lead to lifestyle change. 




• 
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B3.1-5 



CrilefWImlicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


Syctcia Net Effect* 
by Criterioa 


Advantagea/Disadvanta)^ 
by Crilcrioa 


Potential effect on cmployincnt 


Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 225 jobs or 
about 0.06* of the Region's employment. 
Minor increase in potential direct 
construction employment of 50 person 
year^ (estimate). 


• 


- 


PtMential effect on economic 
developfncnt 


Potential for a minor direct ecortomk 
benefit from regional spending related to 
service, aitd salary and wages paid in 

of new facilities. 


l^cntiaJ opcraiiona] effects on 
insbtutions, commercial enterprises and 
industry 


ftovision of recycling bins and compostcrs 
to multi-family buildings may have 
pot«}tial for incrrase in costs to tenants 
and landlords. 

In the long term institutions and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
progranu to "buy back" used white goods. 
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B3.1-6 



Criterin/lndkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Ad vanlages/Diaad vantages 




by Indkaior 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CrilariM 3 t DMribMtioa er locW OdM aid BtiiAi 






Dittributi<Mi of socio-econoinic effects 


- Negative distributional effect on local 


Negative distributional effect on some 


AdvanlaKes 


on industry and population groups 


communities, population groups and 


local communities, population poups 






industries who receive a disproportionate 


and industries and on lifestyle of 


Potential for negative distributional 


, 


share of the negative effects from the MRF 


residentt located nev to the facilities 


effects from facilities on residents. 




and compost facilities and depots. 


as they may be affected by nuisanci: 


businesses and communities is less 




Reuse centres have a positive social 


effects while other residents served 


than that for Systems 5 and 6. 




welfare effects for lower income giuups as 


by the facilities are not affected. 




- 


ntoie low cost items are made available. 




DisadvantiKes 


- 


and it adds a potential market for these 


Positive effect from reuse centres for 






goods. 


lower income groups as more low 
cost items available . 


Potential for a positive effect on 
future generations from System 1 is 






Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 




less than thtt of all other Systems, 




who must self-haul gariuge. 


Minor lifestyle distributional effect 


except System 6. because it offers 




Minor lifestyle distributional effect in 


between multi-family and low density 


fewer opportunities for the cunent 


* ■* 


recycling services between multi-family 


residents in fewer opportunities for 


generation to engage in 3Rs 


■ • 


and low density developments. 


composting. 


behaviour (i.e., using resources 
wisely). 


. 


- ' . 


Minor positive effect through wiser 








use ot resources and conservation of 
the environment for future use/ 


Potentia] for positive distributional 
effects from provisicm of 






Potential future genentt(»i effecu of 


Potential pcMWve effect of |»ssing on a 


enjoyment through recycling. 


opportunities to use 3Rs services md 


System 


healthier environment through suppori for 


composting and repair/reuse. 


infrastnicture is less than that of all 


, 


change in behaviour to repair, reuse and 




other Systems (e.g., fewest 




proper disposal. 




opportunities for multi-family 




Reuse centres have a positive effect 


costs for changing lo mote 


residences). 




through the support for repair and reuse of 


sustainable behaviour, resulting in a 






goods and subsequent reduction of resource 


positive future generational effect. 






use. 
' Positive effect as the current generabon is 








paying the cost for changing to more 






• 


sustainable behaviour, which may leave 


. 






future generations with a healthier 
environment and more resources available. 


• 
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TABLE B3^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



YorkRcKiow 



Crilcria/IndkatM- 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Ad vantagca/DisMl vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CritalM 1 : FbtalU LooA GoimMliy IHINMM 


■ ' '*^'- . : .: :f - 




Potential cfTrdx on residents 


Potential displacement of residents from 


Potential disptaccmeni of residents. 


Advantages 




the siting of a new MRF. 


community features and businesses 






Landnil bans may lead to illegal dumping 


from siting new MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects 


. 


and burning. 




due to siting new facilities is less 


- ■ 


Potential for odour and vennin problems al 


Health concerns for residents, special 


than that predicted for Systems S 




community and apartment composting 


and sensitive groups and employees 


and 6 since only wie new facility is 


- 


racilities. 


associated with centralized windrow 


sited (MRF). 




PcMential udour and health concerns and 


composting facility and MRF. May be 






minor nuisance effects such as traflic. 


minimized by education, consultation 


Potential for disruption effects from 




litter, birds, vennin and noise associated 


and proper management. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 


1 


with the centralized composting facility. 




on residents, community features. 




May be reduced with public education and 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


businesses and communities, and 


- 


consultation and proper management of the 


have difficult lime setting out material 


health concerns for some people 




facility. 


for pick-up. 


from existing and new facilities is 




[)epots, transfer stations, reuse centres and 




less than that predicted for Systems 


^ 


the MRF have potential nuisance effects 


Disruption effects from nuisances (e.g.. 


3,S and 6. 


■ 


such as traffic, litter artd noise. Effects 


odour, traffic) on residents, community 






dependent on operation, type of matnial. 


features, businesses and communities 


[)tsadvantases 




sensitivity and number of people near 


associated with and illegal dumping. 






facility. 


composting facility, MRF and depots. 


■■ None compared to other Systems. 




Reuse centres have minor effect (hie to 






• 


trafTic and visual concerns. 


Potential negdive stigma effect on 
neighbouriKXtds and communities from 
facilities. 
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B3.2-2 



Criteria/Imlkstor 


SyMtm Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by CriterioD 


Advantacea/DisMtvKBtagcs 
by Crilerioo 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 
groups 


Ekledy and physically challenged may 
have difTicutl time setting out recyclable 
and compostable material. 
Minor occupational safety concerns with 
drivers and handlers of HHW. 
Potential exposure of employees at 
compost facility and MRF to health and 
safety hazards. Should be minimized by 
education. Could be mitigated by proper 
design and control. 
■ Potential health effects on allergy suffeiets. 
people with inununo-denciencies, etc from 
composting facility. Magnitude of effect 
may be minimized by proper siting 
considerations fof new facilities and proper 
management. 


• 


■ 


Potential effects on conununities 

i 


Potential increase in community pride from 
patticipaticm in all 3Rs programs, 
' Minor negative stigma effect on 

community image from illegal dumping. 
Potential stigma elTect in some 
communities because of the prssmce of 
recycling and composting facilities. 
Magnitude of effects from MRF and 
centralized composting facility dependent 
on site location and facility management. 
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B3.2-3 



CrilerWIndkator 


System Net EfTccIa 


System Net Eflecta 


Advantagea/Dlaadvantage* 




by Indicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterion 


Potential efTects on community features 


' Potential for odour and vennin problems at 






and businesses 


community and apaitment composting 

facilities. 

Potential odour and health concerns and 

minor nuisance efrects such bs trafTic. 

litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 

with centralized composting facility. May 






■ '. 


be reduced with public education and 
consultation and proper management. 
MRF, transfer stations and depots have 




• 




potential nuisance effects such as trafTic, 








litter and noise. Effects dependent on 


' 






operation, type of material, sensitivity and 




■ 












Potential displacement of community 








features and busincucs fiuni the siting of a 








new MRP. 








Potential nuisance effect on community 








features and businesses from traffic and 








hauling. Effect reduced by mitigstiofl. 








Reuse centres have minor nuisance effecU 






■ 


associated with image. 


- 
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B32^ 



CriteriWIiidkiilar 



System Net Effect* 
by Indicator 



System Net Effects 

by Criterion 



AdvantsfeaflNmiTantaga 
by Criterion 



t) 



&■* ^fctMll Mil III I I 

IDr DnWB B UW 



Potential for lifestyle changes 



Potential efTect on cmploymem 



3Rs progtams have positive social and 

lifestyle effects, people willing to do and 

leam more, source of personal and 

communily pride. Encourages positive 

local action. 

Potential for minor lifestyle inconveniences 

associated with backyard compostets and 

community composting. 

Residents may become more aware of 

HHW and white goods management and 

change puictuising behaviour. 

Some residents may begin to dump large 

goods illegally due to landfill baiu. 

Reuse centres have positive effect, may 

contribute to acceptarxx of using 

rcpaired/secwid hand items rather than 

buying new products 

Reuse centies have increased appeal and 

houiehold economic betteftts. Can 

contribute to neighbourhood cohcsiveness 

through support for communal garage 

sales, flea markets, bazaars, etc. 



Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 250 jobs or 
about 0-07* of the Region's employment. 
Miiwr increase in potential direct 
construction employment of 50 person 
years (estimate). 



Potential positive social and lifestyle 
effect and increase in personal and/or . 
community pride. Potential for change 
in purchasing habits/attitudes and 
greater acceptance of using 
repaired/used items. 

In the longer term, institutions and 
commercial businesses may develop 
pfY>grams to "buy back" used while 
goods in response to residents' needs. 

Minor potential direct atmuaJ 
employment estimate for the System of 
250 jobs or about 0.07% of the 
Region's employment. Minor increase 
in potential direct construction 
employment of 50 person years 
(estimate). 

PotmtJal minor direct economic 
benefits related to services, and salary 
and wages for annual operations and 
construction of new facilities. 



Advantajtes 

System 2 involves fewer lifestyle 
inconvcnierKes than Systems 3-5. 

System 2 has more potential than 
System I for maximizing positive 
lifestyle changes. 

DisadvantaKes 

System 2 has less potential than 
Systems 3-5 for maximizing 
positive lifestyle changes. 

Although a minor effect. System 2 
offers fewer direct employment 
opportunities than Systems 3-6. 

Although a minor effect. System 2 
offers fewer construction 
cmptoyment opportunities than 
Systems 3-6. 
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B3.2-5 



Criteria/Indkator 


System Net Eflects 
by IndkaUM- 


- Syatem Net EfTccti 
by Criteria 


Advantagea/DindvaiitaKea 
by Criterion 


Potential cffecJ on ecooomic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic 
benefit from tegional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the constniction 
of new facilities. 


• 


• 


Potential operational erfects on 
institutions, commercial entcrpiiKS and 
industry 


• Provision of lecycling services and some 
composting in multi-family buildings may 
lead ID a potential increase in costs for 
landlords and tenants. 
Lack of service for large goods disposal 
may lead, in the long lam to institutioiu ' 
and commercial enteiprises that develop 



yorfc.com 



B3.2-6 



Criterfat/lMUcator 


System Net EffKls 


System Net Efliects 


Advantages/Diiad vantages 




I9 Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


GrilirfM S 1 OMrthttta of IdcW Qatt ad BcnAi 


, / 1 


Distribution of socio-economic cfTects 


Negative distributional effect on some local 


Negative distributional effect on some 


Advantaces 


on industry and population groups 


communities, population groups and 


local communities, population groups 






industries, who receive a dispiupoftjonale 


and irtduslries and on lifestyle of 


Potential for negative distributional 




share of negative effects from the MRF, 


residents locked near to the new MRF 


effects from facilities on residents. 




depots and compost facilities. 


facility and depots as ttiey may be 


businesses and communities in 


" 


Reuse centres have a potential positive 


affected by nuisiuice effects while 


pfoKimity to the facilities is less 




social welfare effect for lower income 


other residents served by the facility 


than that for Systems 5 aitd 6. 




groups as mote low cost items are made 


are not affected. 






available, and it adds a potential maricct for 




Potential for positive effect on 




these goods. 


Positive lifestyle effect from reuse 
centres for lower income groups as 


future generations is greater than 
thd of Systems 1 and 6. 






Distribution of lifestyle effecu 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 


more low cost items available . 






who must self-haul garbage. 




Disadvantages 




Minor lifestyle distributional effect in 


Minor positive effect through wiser use 






recycling services between residoiU of 


of resources ai>d conservation of the 


Potential for a positive effect on 




multi-family and low dmsity 


environment for future use/enjoyntent 


future generations is less than that 




developments. 


through recycling, composting. 


of Systems 3-5 because it offers 


_ 


" 


repair/reuse. 


fewer opportunities for the current 
generation to engage in 3Rs 








behaviour (i.e., using resources 


PMcniial future generation effects of 


Pofcntia] positive effect of passing on a 


because the current generation pays the 


wisely). 


System 


healthier environment through support for 


costs for changing to more sustainable 






change in behaviour to reduction and reuse. 


behaviour. 


' Positive distributional effect from 




Reuse centres have a positive effect 




provision of 3Rs services and 




through the support for repair and reuse of 


Positive lifestyle effect by including 


infrastructure is less for this System 


' 


goods and subsequent reduction of resource 




than for Systems 3-6 (e.g.. fewest 




use. 


activities. 


opportunities for multi-family 




Positive effect as the current generation is 




residences). 


, 


paying the cost for changing to mure 








sustainable behaviour, which may leave 








future generations with a healthier 


i' 






environment aiKJ more resources available. 




-. 
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TABLE B33 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



YorkRcttoo 

Sy«to!« 3 - RMtdcntJal Direct Cat 



CriterWIndkator 


System Net EfTects 


Syitaa Net Effects 


AdvaDtages/DisadvaDtages D 




by IndkaU>r 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


Gflli4M 1 ; ViitmtmitlMiQmmmk 


\f.:btfta$ . ^ ■ 1 


Potential effects on residents 


Effects uncertain with regional recycling 


' Potential displacement of residents and 


Advantages 




legislation. 


community features and businesses frcHn 






PotentiaJ displac^nent of residents from 


siting new MRF. 


Potential for displacement effects due 




the siting of a new MRF. 




to siting new facilities is less than 




Potential odour and health concerns and 


■ Minor disnipttnn effect from nuisances 


thai predicted for Systems S and 6 




minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


(e.g., trafTic, odour, scavenging animals. 


since only one new facility is sited 




litter, birds, vermin and noise associfltrd 


birds, vermin and noise) on residents 


(MRF). 




with the centralized compc>sting facility. 


and connnunity features and businesses. 




« 


May be reduc^ with public etkication 


Magnitude may be minimized by proper 


PotentiaJ for disruption effects from 






siting considerations for new MRP and 


nuisances (e.g.. odour, tiaffic) health 




of the facility. 


proper management. 


concerns and other nuisance effrrts 




Minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 




from increased use of existing 




litter and noise from the MRP. EfTccls 


Potential health concerns for residents. 


facilities and ikw facilities is less 




dependent on operation, type of matenal. 


spedal/sensitive groups and empioyees 


than that predicted for Systems 5 and 




sensitivity and number of people near the 


at MRF and composting facility. 


6 




facility. 


Magnitude may be minimized by proper 






Potential for odour and vermin effects at 


rlrsign, control, planning, consultation 


Disadvantages 




apartments from 3 bin composting units 


and eduction. 




. 


and at community composting facilities. 




' Potential for disruption effccu 




Potential minor nuisance effects from 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


(visual, vermin, negative community 




transfer stations, and drop-off depots. 


have difTicult time setting out recyclable 


stigma effect) from illegal dumping 




Reuse centres have minor effect due to 


and compostable materials for pick-up^ 


and burning is greater than in all 




traffic concerns. 


Potential negative stigma community 
effect due to facilities and illegal 
dumping and burning. 


other Systems. 
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B3.3-2 



Criterfai/Iadlcalor 


System Net EircctA 


System Net EfTects 


Adyantagei/IMsMlvantages 




by Indkalor 


by Criterton 


by Criterion 


Ajtential cffrcls on special/souitive 


Inconveniences and minor nuisance 






groups 


effecte for eldedy and physically 








challenged from recycling and 




-' 




composting. 








Minor occupabonal safety concerns with 








driven! and handlers of HHW. 




■ - 




■ Employees at compost facility and MRF 






' 


may be exposed to health and safety 


> 


» 




hazards. Should be minimized by 








education. Could be mitigated by proper 


- 


■ _• 




design and control. 






. 


■ Potential for health effects on allergy 








sufferers, people with immurto- 








deficiencies, etc. from compost facility. 


• 


"i 




Magnittide of effect may be minimized by 


■ 






proper management. 






PMcntui effect on communities 


Potential for illegal dumping and burning 


, 


of garbage as resistance to direct cost 








(Aldciden, 1990; RIS, 1990; TTii verge. 




. 




1992; Skumatz and Zack. 1993). 






• 


Mitigation and enhancement by public 


,• 


• 




consultation, variable rate schemes. 


. 


• ;* 




enforcement, expanded 3Rs. etc. should 


■'' 


-■ 




reduce effects. 








Potential increase in community pride 








from participation, but potential minor 








negative community stigma effect if 


■ 


- 




dumping and burning ate prevalent. 








MRF and compost facility may cause 




. 




potential stigma eflect and disruption in 






' 


some communities. Magnitude of effect 
dependant on site location and 
management of the facility. 
Potential negative stigma effect in some 
communities from reuse centres. 


■ 
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B3.3-3 



Criteriii/liMliaitor 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantagca/bisad vantages 
by Criterion 


Potentia] effects on community 
features and businesses 


F^otentia] for illegal dumping in waste 
conlainent of busifwsscs and in^itutions 
due 10 opposition to and avoidance of 
diPECl rmt (Eckstram and LaBane. 1992; 
Krivitz and Schmidt, 1992). 

■ Potential minor nuisance effects on 
community features and businesses from 
traffic and hauling. 

Potential for odour and vennin problems 
at community composting facilities. 
Potentia] odour and health concerns and 
mincM^ nuisance effects such as trafTic, 
litter, bifds, vennin and noise associated 
with the centralized composting facility. 
May be reduced with public education 
and consultation and proper management. 
Potential displacement of community 
features and businesses from siting of a 
new MRF. 

' Minor nuisance effects such as trafTtc, 
litter and noise al MRF, transfer stations, 
and depots on community features and 
businesses. Effecu dependent on 
operation, type of material, sensitivity and 
number of peofrie near the facility. 
Reuse centres have minor nuisance effect 
associated with image. 


• 
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B3,3-4 



CriterWIndkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdmtigalDindTaiitages 




by iMlicaUMr 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CMmIm 1 1 AolatM to Broai JoeU 

Potential for lifestyle changes 


Direct Cost ONild suppoil 3Rs by 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantases 




encouraging resi<)enu to source 5epvate 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






to reduce the amount of garbage. 


comntunity pride. Potential for change 


System 3 has more potential than 


• 


People may spend more time diverting. 


in purchasing h^its/attitudes and greater 


Systems 1. 2 and 6. to increase 




burning, compacting or dumping waste in 


acceptance of using repairedAised items. 


greater awareness of 3Rs and 


^ 


order to avoid paying (RIS, 1990: 




encourage a more sustainable 




Aldeiden. 1990; Krivitz and Schmidt, 


in the longer term, institutions and 


lifestyle (e.g., source separation. 




1992) 


commercial businesses may develop 


recycling, composting). 




Greater potential for people to place 


programs to 'buy back" used while 


- 


' 


wrong items in Blue Box as residents 


goods in response to restdoits' needs. 


Disadvantage 


. 


maximize iu us«. 








3Rs programs have positive social and 


Minor potential dircci annual 


■ System 3 has the greatest potential of 




lifestyle effect, people willing to do and 


employment estimate for the System of 


all the Systems for negative lifestyle 




Icam more, source of personal and 


300 jobs or about 0.09% of the Region's 


effects associated with illegal 




community pride. 


employment. Minor increase in potential 


dumping and burning by households. 




Variety of lifestyle inconveniences 


direct construction employment of 75 


particularly in rural areas. 


' 


associated with composting 


person years (estimate). 






Residents may become more aware of 




- Although a minor effect. System 3 D 




HHW and white goods management and 


• Potential minor direct economic beneFits 


offers fewer direct employment 


'■ .' . 


change purchasing behaviour. 


related to services, and salary and wages 


opportunities than Systems 4-6. 




Reuse centres have positive effect and 


for annual operations and construction 






may contribute to acceptance of using 


of new facihtiea. 


Although a minor effect. System 3 


, 


repaircd/sectnid band items rather than 




offers fewer construction 




buying new pnxlucts. In some instances. 


Potential for a variety of lifestyle 


employment opportunities than 




has social welfare benefits, e^., providing 


inconveniences and effects. Some 


Systems 5 and 6. 


• . , 


reused goods to low income residents. 


resident groups (e.g. elderly, disabled) 






Increased appeal and household economic 


less able to alter lifestyle. 






benefits. May contribute to 






' ■' 


neighbourhood cohcsivcness through 


People may spend more lime diverting. 






supporting communal garage sales, flea 


compacting or dumping waste in order 




■' 




to avoid paying. 

Grrairr potential for people to place 
wrong items in Blue Box as residents 
maximize its use. 


. 
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B3.3-5 



CritcrWIndkator 


System Net Effccu 


System Net Effecti 


AdvaategcWDindvaalagca 




by-lndicaUM- 


by Criterfan 


by Criteria 


Potential Tor lifestyle changes 


PramotiiHi has a potentially posibve 






(cont'd) 


effect; encourages positive changes to 






' 


conserver and waste diversion attitudes; 
emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 




- 




as recycling, could lead to lifestyle 
change. 






Potoitial effect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual employment 




estimate for the System of 300 jobs or 


■• 






about 0.09% of the Region's employment. 








Minor increase in potential direct 








construction employment of 75 person 


• • ■ . ' . 






years (estimate). 






Potential effect on economic 


Minor direct economic bencTtts from 




capital expenditures and wages and 


' 




■ 


salaries. Magnitude of effect uncertain. 


. 


. 


Potenbal operational effects on 


Potential increase in costs for tenants. 


institutions, commercial enter|>nses 


landlords may incur additional costs in 






and industry 


order to provide spaix. facilities and staff 








time to accommodate recycling and 


, 


' 




composting(>n York Region only 10% of 




1 




the residences are high and low rise). 








Effect may be litnitcd by providing a 


■- 




■ 


variety of options for waste nuinagcment. 






■ 


If a building currently has municipal 








collection service. Direct C^ost System 








may encourage landlords and tenants to 








become more active. 






^ *■ 


In the long tenn. institutions and 








commercial enterprises may develop 


- 




- 


programs to "buy back" used white 
goods. 


■ 
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B3.3-6 





System Net Eflects 


System Net Eirects 


Adrutagea/Disadvsntagc* ' 




by Indkitor 


by Criterion 


by Criteria 




^iH::;a: :'-j^ iiiii^mt^ ' ^--v . 






Crililia i i nilliiMlfil (# iaeli t9|l 




Distribution of socio-ficonoinic effects 


Potential negtfive distributional effect as 


- I^Xentia] n^ative distributional effect as 


Advantaaes 


on industry and popultiion groups 


costs for garbage collection may not be 


costs for gaitiage collection couk) be 






affotdable for lower-tncome households. 


proportionally higher for larger families 


• Potential for a positive effect on 




Negative distributional effect on some 


and not affoidable for lower income 


future generations through 




local communities. po|nilation groups and 


households. 


implementation of 3Rs stral^y is 


■ 


industries who receive a disproportionate 




greater than that of Systems 1, 2 and 




riare of the effects of the facilities. 


Current generation pays the cost for 


6. 




Reuse centres have a positive social 


changing lo more sustainable behaviour. 






welfare effect for lower income groups as 


resulting in a positive effect for the 


Potential for a positive distributional 




more low cost items available, and adds a 


future. 


effect from increased 3Rs services is 


. 


potential mailiet for these goods. 


' 


greater than that for Systems 1 and 


' 




■ Reuse activities have some positive 


2. 






social welfare benefits for lows' iiKome 
groups as more loW cost items will be 


Potential for negative distributional 


Diitributioii of lifestyk effects 


Lifetiyle inconvenience for those who 




must self-haul. 


available. 


effects fiiMii facilities on residents. 




' Minw lifestyle distributional effecU in 


. 


businesses and communities in 




level of 3Rs service b^ween multi-fami|y 


Expanding 3Rs pn^rams to various 


proximity to the facilities is less than 


. 


and low density development. 


types of residences has a positive social 
distributional effect 


thai of Systems 5 and 6. 




*- 


Negative social distributional effects on 


Disadvantai^ 






some communities and populations 


Potential for a negative distributional 






which must bear a variety of nuisance 


effect on: (a) large family households 


* 




and potential health effecU from 


and (b) low income groups is greater 






facilities. 


than that for all other Systems. 



york.dir 



B3.3-7 



CritMia/IndkatM- 


System Net EfTecti 


Syatcin Net Effects 


Advanlagea/DisMJvant^cs 




by IndkaUtr 


by Criterioa 


by Criterion 


nMential future gencralion effects of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 






System 


healthier environment through support for 

change in behaviour to reduction and 

reuse. 

Reuse centres have a positive e^iect 

through the support for repair and reuse 

of goods and subsequent reduction of 




■ 




resource use. 


• 






Positive effect as the cuirenl generation is 


: 






paying the cost for changing to more 


> ■ 




_ 


sustainable behaviour, which may leave 








future generations with a healthier 


* 






environment and more resources 


' 






available. 
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TABLE B3.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



York Retton 

Svitem 4 • EKPMided Blue Boi 



CritcrWliuticator 


System Net EITects 


Systeni Net Effects 


Advantages/Dimivantaget 


. 


by Indiaitor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 




Potential efliscu on residents 


EfTccts uncertain with r^onal recycling 


Potential displacement of residents. 


Advantases 




legislation. 


community features and businesses 


• 


■ 


Potential for odour and venran problems at 


from siting a new MRF. 


Potential for disptacement effects due 


. . 


community and apaitm«il composting 




to siting new facilities is less than 


■ 


facilities. 


Minor disruption effects from 


that predicted for Systems S and 6 




Landrill bans inay lead to illegal dumping 


nuisanc« (traffic, odour) on residents. 


since only one new facility is sited 


■ ' * 


and burning. 


special & sensitive groups and 


(MRF). 


■ 


Potential displacement of residents for the 


community features and businesses 




- 


siting of a new MRF. 


from composting facilities and MRF. 


Potential for disruption effects from 




BMentiid odour and health concerns and 




nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, litter) 


• 


mimr nuisance effects such as traffic. 


Potential health concerns for 


from increased use of existing 


- 


litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


residents, special and sensitive groups 


facilities and new facilities is less 




with centrali7/nd composting facility. May 


and employees at MRF and 


than that predicted for Systems 3,5 




be reduced with public education and 


composting facilities. 


and 6. 




consultation and proper management. 








Minor nuisance effects such as traffic, litter 


Elderly and physically challenged 


DisadvantaKes 




and noise associated with the MRF. 


may have difficult time setting out 


' 




Effects dependent on operation, type of 


recyclables and compostable matenal 


Potential for disruption effects from 




material, sensitivity and number of people 


for pick-up. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) from 




near facility. 




increased use of existing facilities 




Reuse centres have minor nuisance c^ect 


Potential negative stigma effect due 


and new facilities is greater than that 


. 


due to traffic and visual concerns. 


to facilities and illegal dumping and 


predicted for Systems 1 and 2. 


- 




burning. 





B3.4-2 



CriterWImtioitor 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTects 


Ad va Dtages/Dtsad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Aitenlial effects on special/scnsiiivc 


Minor nuisance effects associated with 






groups 


odour and physical strain on the elderiy 
from setting out recyclable material and 
using backyard compostcrs. 
Minor potential occupational safety 
concerns with drivers and handlers of 
HHW. 

Employees at compost facility may be 
exposed to health and safety hazards. 
Should be minimized by education. Could 
be mitigated by proper design and control. 


' 


* 




Potential for health effects on allergy 


. 






sufferers, people with immuno-dericieiides. 




., 


. ■ 


etc. from compost facility. Magnitude of 








effect may be minimized by proper 




. 




management.- 


T 






PotcntiaJ employee health/safety concerns 








at MRF, transfer stations and depots. 








Should be minimized by mitigation. 






Potential effects oh communities 


Potential minor traffic inconvenience in 




communities where materials are sorted at 








the truck. Gie^er effect with expanded 


•-■ 


., 


.. 


blue box. Effect reduced by mitigation. 








Potential increase in community pride from 


* 






participation in 3Rs. 








Minor negative stigma effect on 








community image from illegal dumping. 






' 


Potential stigma effect and disruption in 


. 






•some communities from facilities. 








Magnitude of effect dependant on site 








location and managemeni of the facility. 






■ 


Reuse centres have potential stigma effect 








in some communities. 
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B3,4-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syttm Net Etttdx 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantaga/DimlrBntagcfl 
by CritcrioD 


Potential effects on community features 
and businesses 


Potential nuisance effects on community 
features and businesses from trafTic and 
hauling. Effect reduced by mitigation. 
FVitential for odour and vermin problems at 
community and apartment composting 
facilities. 
• Potential odour and health concerns and 
minor nuisance effects such as trafTic, 
litter, birds vermin and noise associated 
with centralized composting facility. May 
be reduced with public education and 
con»jl!ation and proper management. 
Potential displacement of community 
features and businesses from siting of new 
MRF. 

Minor nuisance effecu such as trafTic, litter 
and noise from MRF, transfer stations and 
depots. EfTects dependoit on operalion, 
type of material, sensitivity and number of 
features/businesses near facilities. 
Reuse centres have minor nuisance effect 
associated with image 


* 


• 
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B3.' 



Critcria/IiMilcator 


System ?4et Effects 


System Net EITectt 


AdvMtafca/DiMdmitagea ' 1 




by Indicatm- 


by Criterion 


byCriteriM 1 


niwiw 1 1 umM ftii inwrt rr.li m i^mi | 


Potential for lircftyle changes 


3Rs programs have a pocentially positive 


Potenual positive social and lifestyle 


AdvantaKCS 




social and lifestyle effect, people willing to 


effect aiMl increase in pnsonal anchor 






do and leant more, source of personal and 


community pride. Potential for 


System 4 has more potential than 




community pride. 


change in purchasing habits/attihides 


Systems 1,2 and 6 to increase greater 




- Residents may become more aware of 


and greater acceptance of using 


awareness of 3Rs and encourage a 


• 


HHW and white goods management and 


repaired/used items. 


more sustaiiuble lifestyle (e.g.. 




change purchasing attitudes. 




source separation, recycling. 


' 


Reuse centres have a positive effect and 


In the IcHigcr term, institutions and 


composting) due to familiarity with 




may contribute lo acceptance of using 


commercial businesses may develop 


system. 


• 


tcpaired/second hand items rather than 


programs to 'buy back" used white 






buying new products. 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


Although a minor effect, System 4 




In some instances, reuse centm and 




oFTers mme direct employmail 


' 


activities have social welfare benefits. 


Minor potential direct annual 


opportunities than Systems 1,2, and 5 


• • 


increased appeal and household economic 


employment eslimale for the System 


(significant increase) and System 3 


. 


benefits. May contribute to netghbourtnod 


of 250 jobs or about 0. 1 1 % of the 


(moderate increase). 




cohesiveness: through communal garage 








sales, flea markets, hazaan, etc. 


in potential direct constiuction 


Although a minor effect. System 4 




3Rs promotion has a potentially positive 


employment of 75 perwn years 


offers more construction employment 




effect; encourages positive changes to 


(estimate). 


opportunities than Systems 1 and 2. 




conscrver and waste diversion attitudes; 








emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 


Potential minor direct economic 


Disadvantases 




as recycling, could lead to lifestyle change. 


benefits related to services, and salary 






A number of minor lifestyle effects 


and wages for annual operations and 


System 4 has more potential for 




associated with backyard composting, 


construction of new facilities. 


negative lifestyle effects related lo 


• 


vermicompostcrs, and multi-family 




inconvenience than Systems 1 and 2. 




composten (odours, vermin, etc.) and with 


Potential for lifestyle inconveniences 


. 


■ 


recycling in multi-family buildings (should 


associated with household 






not be a very significant problem in York 


composting. 






Region). 
• Some residcnu may begin to dump large 
goods illegally due to a lack of service. 


- 


■ 
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B3.4-5 



Criteria/ladkalor 


System NH Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagei/Diswlvaiit^cs 




by Indicator 


by CrtterioB 


by Criterioa 


Potential cfTect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual employment 








estimate for the System of 325 jobs or 


r* 






about 0.09% of the Region's employment. 




• 




Minor increase in potential direct 






■ 


construction employment of 75 person 








years (estimate). 


, 


. . 


Potential effect on econonijc 


Potential for a nunor direct ecoimmic 


development 


benefit from regional spending related to 








service, and salary and wages paid in 


-■ 


t 1 


. 


annual operations and in the conttnicbcHi 








of new facilities. 


- 


» 


Potential operational effects on 


Potential increase in costs for tenants. 


institutions, commercial enlcfpriscs and 


landlords may incur additional costs in 




- 


industry 


order to provide space, facilities and staff 
time to accommodate recycling and 
composting in multi-family buildings (in 
Yorlc Region only 10% of the residences 
arc high and low rise). Effect may be 
limited by providing a variety of options 
for waste management. 
In the long term institutions and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
programs to "buy back" used white goods. 


... 


.' 
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83,4-6 



CriterWIndicator 


System Net EfTccts 


System Net EfTects 


AdvanlBgea/Disadvantages 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Crilcrioa | 


CiliirtwJtDMrib«ilNflraodaiOaM«4BMirtto . | 


DistiibulJon of scKio-economic cfTecta 


• Negative distributional effect on some local 


Current generation pays the cost for 


Advanlases 


on industry and population groups 


communities, population groups and 


changing to a more sustainable 






industries, who receive a dispfoportionale 


behaviour, resulting in a positive 


■ l^atential for a positive effect on 




share (^ effects from the facilities. 


fiiture generational effect. 


. future generations through 




Reuse centres and activities have a positive 




implementation of 3Rs strategies is 




social welfare effect for lower income 


Reuse activities have some positive 


greater than that of Systems 1. 2 and 




groups as mote low cost items are 


social welfare benefits for lower 


6. 




available and adds a potential maiket for 


income groups as more low cost 




* 


these goods. 


items will be available. 


Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on residents. 






Distribution of lifestyle enecU 


' Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 


■ Expanding 3Rs programs to various 


businesses aitd (XNnmunities in 




who muil sdf-haul garttage. 


types of residences has a positive 


proximity to the facilities is less than 




Minor lifestyle distributional effect 


social distributional effect 


that of Systems S and 6. 


• 


between imilti-family and low density 








devdopmenl in level of 3Rs service. 


N^ative social distributional effects 


' Potential positive effect from 






Ml some communities and populations 
which must bear a variety of nuisance 


distribution of 3Rs service is greato^ 
than (hat of Systems 1 and 2. 






Potential future generation effects of 
System 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 


and potoitial health effects from the 




healthier environment through support for 


facilities. 


EHsadvantages 




change in behaviour to reduction and reuse. 








Reuse centres have a positive effect 


'*. 


None compared to other Systems. 




tliruugh the support for repair and reuse of 








goods and subsequent reduction of resouice 








use. 

Positive effect as the current generation is 








paying the cost for changing to more 
sustainable behaviour, which may leave 
future generations with a healthier 
environment and more resources available. 
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TABLE B3^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUWCIPALITY 
SYSTEM 






Criteria/lMdiaiU>r 


S jBtnn Net Effects 
by indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


' ^" 1 

Mnatmgta/Dindnatmgta 1 

by Critcrioa | 


CrtlMMl i 'MMli liRjiA G 


1 iiiinniTiiimiiiB ::;;;:■;.::.. /rr.^.V,,^. ■;:;:::.■;• ^:^--/.:.'^ ,.-■ J 


Poienlial effects on residents 


- Potential for odour and vennin effects at 
apartments {from 3 bin composting units) and at 
composting facilities. 

Potentia] displacement of residents from the 
location of a new MRP and the wet/dry facility. 
Potential for odour effects, health and safely 
concerns aixl minor nuisance effects such as traffic, 
litter, visual, binJs, vennin and noise froni wet/dry 
facility. These effects may t>e more extensive in 
wet/dry combined composting than in leaf and yard 
waste composting. 

Potential for nuismce effects from the MRF and 
other facilities. 

- Reuse centres have minor effect due to trafTic and 
visual conccms- 

- Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 
buming. 

• 


Potential displacement of residents, 
community features and businesses from 
siting of MRF and wet/dry composting 
facility. 

■ Potential health concerns of employees 
at MRF and wet/dry composting facility 
and of people with allergies and 
immuno-deficiencies. 

F.Mrriy and disabled groups arc likely to 
experience difficulties in using wet/dry 
caits. 

Potential disniption effects from 
nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) on 
residefits, special/sensitive groups, 
community features and businesses from 
MRF and wet/diy composting facility. 

Potential negative stigma effect from all 
facilities and in particular the wet/diy 
facility. 


Advantages 

■ Potential for displacement of residoits. 
community features and businesses due 
to siting new MRF and wet/dry 
composting facility is less than that 
predicted for System 6. 

■ Potential for disniption effects frwn 
health concerns and nuisances (e.g.. 
odour, trafdc) on residents, 
communities and employees from 
wet/dry System facilities is less than 
that predicted for System 6. . 

Disadvantages 

community features and businesses due 
to siting new MRF and wet/dry 
composting facility is greater than that 
predicted for Systems 1-4. 

Least convenient of all Systems, 
particularly for the elderly, disabled 
and multi-family tesidaits. 
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B3.5-2 



Criteria/Indkator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criteria 


AdvantagesAMsMlvanlages 
by Criterion 


Potential effects on 
special/sensitive groups 


- Minor nuisance effects associated with odour and 
physical strain on cideriy and physically challenged 
from participation in composting. 

- Minor occupational safety concerns with drivers 
and handlers of HHW 

• Employees at wet/dry facility may be exposed to a 
variety of health and safety hazards such as HHW 
and sharps in "wet" stream. Hazards should be 
minimized by consultation and education and 
mitigated by proper design and control. 
Potential for health effects for allergy sufferers, 
people with immuno-deficlencies, etc. from wet/dry 
facility. 




Potential for disruption effects from 
health concerns and nuisances (e.g., 
odouf, traffic) on residents, 
communities, and employees from 
wet/dry composting facility is greater 
than that predicted for Systems 1-4. 

i 

j 


Potential effects on 
comtDunities 

• 


Potential traffic inconveniences due to the wet/dry 

collection System, and the increase in materials 

being transported. 

Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 

burning. 
■ Potential for inciease in community pride. 

Minor negative stigma effect on community image 

from illegal dumping. 
• Reuse centres have potential stigma effect in some 

communities. 
- Potential stigma effect in some communities. 

Magnitude of effect dependent on site location and 

management of the facility 
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B3.5-3 



Criteria/IodicabM- 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagu/DisKl vantages 




by Indkator 


by CriterioD 


by Criterion 


Potential effccw on 


- Potential displacement of community features and 






community features and 


business from the location of new MRF and 






businesses 


wet/dty facility. 




. . ■- 




■ Potential nuisance effects on community features 


. 


< 




and businesses fiuui trafric and hauling. 


., 


- ■ '■' ■ ' 1 




Potential for odour and vermin problems at 


. 


• '■ 




community and apaitment composting facilities. 


. ' ■ 




^ 


- Potential for odour effects health and safety 


* 


• ' ■ , 




concerns and minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 




"■ 




litter, visual, birds, vermin and noise. TTiese 


■ 






effects may be more extensive in wet^dry than in 


, 1, 


■' " . ' . • 




leaf and yard waste composting. 


- 


. 




Potential for nuisance effects from depots, transfer 


. 


' 




stations and MRF. 
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B3.5-4 



Critcriii/IiMUaitor 


Syrtem Net EfTects 


Syttem Net Effect* 


AdvBiHagea/Diiad vantages 




by Imnoitor 


by Criterion 


by Criteria 


Criliite 1 1 MariM fiK BiMl anM tapM 




. 


Potenbal for lifestyle changes 


Potendal for a variety of minor lifestyle 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantages 




inconveniences associated with cans. EfTects may 


effect and increase in personal arKVor 






be greater in high density areas. The bins may be 


community pride. Potential for change 


System 5 has more potential than 




too large for some residents to manage during the 


in purchasing habits/attitudes and 


Systems 1 , 2 and 6 for positive social 




winter. 


greater acceptance of using 


and lifestyle effects as residents learn 




' 3Rs has a positive social and lifestyle effect, 


repaired/used items. 


the operation of the System and realize 




people willing to do and Icam more. 




the potential fw higher waste diversion. 




Variety of lifestyle inconveniences with all types of 


' In the longer term, institutions and 






composting. 




Although a minor effect. System 5 




Residents may become more aware of HHW and 


programs to 'buy back' used white 


offers nrate construction employment 




white goods management and change purchasing 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


opportunities than Systems 1-4. 




behaviour. 








' Rniite centres may have a positive effect in 


Minor potential direct annual 


' Although a minor efTect, System 5 






employment estimate for the System of 


offers more direct employment 


^ 


repaimVsccond hand items rather than buying new 


275 jobs or about 0.08% of the 


opportunities than Systems 1 and 2 


. 


products. Increased appeal and household 


Region's employment. Minor increase 


(iiiuderate increase). 




econmnic benefiu. May contribute to 


in potential direct conrtruction 






neighbourhood cohesivcness, through suppofi for 


employment of 225 person years 


DisadvantaRes 




communal garage sales, flea markets, bazaars, etc. 


(estimate). 






' 3Rs Promotion and Education has potentially 




' System S has the greater potential of 




positive effects: eiKOurages changes to conserver 


Potential minor direct economic benefit* 


all the Systems for lifestyle 




and waste diversion attitudes; emphasizes 


related to services, and salary and 


inconveniences (ix., associated with 




reduction, reuse and recycling; and can contribute 


wages for annual opentions and 


the wet/dry caiU). 




to lifestyle changes. 


construction of new facilities. 


Although a minor effect. System 5 






■ Pntential lifestyle inconveniences 


offers fewer direct employment 


- 




(difficult to move in winter, waste 


opportunities than Systems 3. 4 and 6. 






sticking to cart, etc.) for all residents 








associMed with the wet/dry carts. 
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B3,5-5 



Critcfte/Iodkator 


System Net Effects 
by Indkator 


SywUm Net Effects 
by Criterioa 


Ad vantagea/Disad vantages 
by Crilerkn 


PMential cfTect on 
cmploymenl 


Minor potential direct annual employment estimate 
for the System of 275 johs or about 0.08% of the 
Region's employment. 

Minor increase in potential direct constniction 
employment of 225 penon years (estimate). 


• 

• - < 


1 


Potential effect on economic 
developmenl 


■ Potential for a minor direct economic benefit from 
rcgiona) spending related to service, and salary and 
wages paid in annual operations and in the 
construction of new facilities. 


IVNeiitial operational cfTecU 
on institutions, commercial 
enterprises and industry 


' Potential for significant operational changes and 
added costs in implementing a wet/dry System in 
low rise and high rise apartments. Due to the low 
proportion of this housing type in York Region, 
this will not be as significant problem as in Peel or 
Metro. 

• In the long-term institutions and commerdal 
enterprises may develop programs to "buy back" 
used white goods. 
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B3.5-6 



Criteiia/IiMUcaior 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvaDt*geaa>iMdv«iti«es 




by ImUcator 


by Criterion 


by Criterioa 


CritartM } 1 Dittilnliai Of SosM OoMi «d BMliii 






Distribution of socio- 


NegEtttve distributional effects on local 


• Potential positive effect for future 


Advantases 


economic effects on industry 


comtnunitjes, population ^oups, and industries 


genenfflons because of more sustainable 




and population groups 


who receive a disproportioniOe share of rriaited 


use of resources and conservation of the 


- Potential for positive social 




nuisance effects from MRF and wcl/dry facility. 


environment for future use/enjoyment. 


distributional effect is greater than that 


• 


• Reuse centres have positive social welfare benefit 




for Systems 1 and 2, as System S is 


. 


1 effect for lower income groups as more tow cost 


' Negative social distributional effects on 


targeted to all types of residences. 




items are made available and adds a potmttal 


some communities and population 






market for these goods. 


groups which bear a variety of nuisance 


Potential for positive effect on future 






and potential bcatth effecu for the MRF 
and wet/dry facihty. 


generations because of high volume of 
waste diverted and conservation of the 


Distribution of lifestyle 


Potential for minor difTcrtnce in lifestyle effects 


effects 


between high density and low density 

developments in level of service. 

Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those who must 

self-haul. 


' Potential for minor difference in 
lifestyle effects between high density 
and low density dcvelc^mcnts in level 


environment is greater than that for 
Systems 1 , 2 and 6. 

Potential for negative distributional 




■ Potential for negative lifestyle effect on those who 


of service. 


effect from facilities is less than that of 




may have difTicully managing the 90 gallon carts 
(e.g., elderly, disabled). 


Potential for negative lifestyle effect on 
those who may have difficulty 
managing the 90 gallon carts (e.g., 
etderiy, disabled). 

Positive effect torn reuse centres for 


System 6. 

Disadvantages ' 

. Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities due to presence 
of wet/dry facility is greater than that 


Potential future generation 
effects of System 


Potential positive effect of passing on a healthier 
environment through support for change in 
behaviour to reduction and reuse. 


1 . 


■ Reuse centres have a positive effect through the 
support for repair and reuse of goodt and 
subsequent reduction of resource use. 


lower income groups as mote low cost 
items will be available. 


for Systems 1-4. 

■ Potential for negative lifestyle effect on 
the elderiy and disabled is the greatest 




' Positive effect as the current generation is paying 




of all the Systems. 




the cost for changing to more sustainable 


- 






behaviour, which may leave future generations with 


*: 


" 




a healthier environment and more resources 






1 


available. 


■ 
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TABLE B3.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



YorkRttton 

SyiteM i - Rewtenttal Mhwi Wwte 



Criteria/Indkator 


Syctm Net Effiecti 


Syileni Net EfTccts 


AdTialagea/DiiMivaDtagn 






by Indtaitor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 




; CiMflM.} imtmimtlCimtmiH 










Potential cfTects on residents 


Potential minor nuisance effects from drop- 


Potential displacement of residenu 


Advantages 






off depots. 


and community features and 


- 






Potential for odour and vennin effects at 


businesses from location of new 


■ None compared to other Systems. 






community and apaitmcnl composting 


MRF and MWPC facilities. 








facilities. 




DisadvarHases 


■ 


■ 


Potential displacement of residents for the 


Mttwr disruption effects from 






• 


location of new MRP and Mixed Waste 


nuisances (e.g., odour, trafTic) on 


Potential for displacement of residenu. 






Processing and Composting facility. 


residenu, communities. 


special/sensitive groups, community 






' Potential for significant odour effect from 


special/sensitive groups, community 


features and businesses from the siting 




• _ 


Mixed Waste Processing and Cbmposiing 
facility. Virtually all [rianU in the U.S. 


features from facilities. 


of the new MRF and MWPC facility 
is greater than that predicted for 






have signiflcant odour problems that have 
led to their pennanent or temporary 


• Potential health effects from MWPC 
facility for employee, nearby 


Systems 1-5. 






closure. May be difficult to site. Mitigation 


residenu, and those with allergies 


Potential for significant disniption 




, 


measures amy have only a limited effect. 


and immuno-deflcicncies. 


effects (i.e.. health conrrtns and 




, • . 


Potential nuisance effects from traffic litter 




nuisaiKes such as odour, trafTic) from 






and noise ai MRF. Magnitude of effects 


Potential significant odour effect 


MWPC System facilities is greater 






may be minimized by proper siting 


from MWPC facility. 


than that predicted for Systems 1-5. 






considerations for new facilities and proper 










management. 


Potential negative community stigma 








Potential odour and health concerns and 


effect from all facilities, but in 


. 




- 


minor nuisarKc effects such as irafTic, 


particular the MWPC facility. 








litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


. 








with centralized composting facility. May 


E 








be reduced with public education and 




* 






consultation and proper management. 
Landfill bans may lead to illegal burning . 
and dumping. 




* 
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B3.6-2 



Critoriiiniidkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTecta 


Advantagea/DindvantagfS 




by Indicalor 


by Critcrtoo 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 


Minor occupational safety concerns with 






groups 


driven and handlers of HHW. 






. 


Potential for significant nuisaiKe and 




» 




potential health effects from mixed waste 








processing and composting facility on 






■ 


allergy suffeieis, people with immuno 




• 




deficiencies, etc. 








Potential employee health/safety concerns 




. 




at MRF and significant concerns at the 


■ ■ ■ , 


■ 




mixed waste processing facility. Should be 


i 




• 


minimized by miligalion. 


' 






MiDKx nuisance effects associated with 








odour and physical strain on elderly and 
physically challenged from composting and 


■ 






setting out recyclable material. 


- 




Potential effects on communities 


Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping 




and burning. 








Minor traffic inconvenience in 




" 


• 


communities if materials are sorted at the 








truck 








- Potential increase in community pride 


f 






Minor negative community stigma effect 








on community image from illegal dumping. 








- Potential stigma effect and disruption in 


.■ ■ 


* 




some communities from the presence of 








the composting facility, MRF, depots and 






* 


transfer stations. Magnitude of effect 








dependent on site location and managemeni 








of the facilities. 




■ f 


• 


ftHential significant stigma effect in some 








commumtics dup to the presence of a 








mixed solid waste processing and 




_ 




com^sting facility. 
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B3.6-3 



CritorU/IndkaUM- 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterion 


Advantagcs/DlsMlvaDlages 
I9 Criterion 


Potailial effects on community features 
businesses 

If 


Potential minor nuisance effects on 
community features and businesses from 
trafftc and hauling. 

Potential for significant odour effect from 
Mixed Waste Processing and Composting 
facility. Virtually all plants in the U.S. 
have significant odour problems that have 
led to their permanent or temporary 
closure. May be difficult to site. Mitigation 
measures may have only a limited effect 
Potential displacement of community 
features and businesses due to siting of 
MRF and mixed waste processing facility. 
■ Nuisance effects at MRF from traffic, litter 
and noise. Magnitude of effects may be 
minimized by proper siting considerations 
for new facilities and proper monagement. 
Potential odour and health concerns and 
minor nuisance effects such as traffic, 
litter, binds vermin and noise associated 
with centralized composting faciUty. May 
be reduced with public education and 
coQsultation and proper management. 
Potential for odour and vermin problems at 
community and apartment composting 
facilities. 


- 


* 



york.mwp 



B3.6-4 



Critcriii/IiMlkirtor 


Syatctn Net Efrcds 


System Net Eflecti 


AdvanUgei/DitMlvantaKcs 1 




by IndioUM- 


by Critefio* 


by Criterioo | 


Crtffiw * * m M iir Bwrt 9mM 1 


m^ ■ . , - ■ 1 


Potential for lifestyle changes 


Most 3Rs programs have a positive social 


f^otential positive social aixl lifestyle 


Advaniajees 




and lifestyle effect; people willing to do 


effect and increase in personal 






and learn tnore, source of personal and 


and/or community pride. Potential 


■ Although a minor effca. System 6 




community pride. 


for change in purchasing 


offers more direct employment 




The mixed waste processing component 


habits/attitudes and greater 


opportunities than Systems 1, 2 and 5 


' 


may have a negative effect because some 


acceptance of using repaired/used 


(significant increase) and System 3 




people may not perceive a need to source 


items. 


(moderate increase). 


. 


separate. It may lead to counter-productive 








3Rs lifestyle changes. 


In the longer term, institutions and 


System 6 has greater potential to 




Varitty of lifestyle inconveniences with alt 


a>nunercial businesies may develop 


increase economic devclopmeni than 




types of composting. 


(sograms to "buy back" used white 


Systems 1-5. 




Residents may become more awaie of 


goods in tespoitse to residents' 






HHW and white goods management and 


needs. 


Dtsadvantaxes 


. 


change purchasing behaviour. 








Reuse activities may have positive effect 


Minor potential direct annual 


Potential for contamination of the 




may contribute to acceptance of using 


employment estimate for the System 


recyclable stream is greater in System 




repaired/second hand items rather than 


of 325 jobs or about 0.09% of the 


6 than in all the other Systems. 




buying new products. Increased appeal and 


Region's employment. Minor 






household economic benefits. May 


ittcrease in potential direct 


System 6 is the least likely of all the 




contribute to neighbourhood cohesiveness: 


construction employment of 42S 


Systems to maximize positive lifestyle 




through communal garage sales, flea 


person years (estimate). 


changes related to 3Rs. 




maifcets, bazaars, etc. 








3Rs promotion has a potentially positive 


' Potential minordinect ec(Hiomic 






effects: encourages positive changes to 


benenu related to services, and 




.- 


conserver arMJ waste diversion attitudes; 


salary and wages for annual 


, ■ 




emphasizing reduction aixt retise as well as 


operations and construction of new 






recycling; and could lead to lifestyle 


facililies 




■ 


change. 


Potential for negative social and 
lifestyle effect if people do not 


• 




. 


source separate. 
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B36-5 



Crilcria/IiMlkator 


System Net EfTecta 
by liKUaitor 


System Net EfTccts 
by Criterion 


AdvanUgea/DisadvaiitagH I 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on employment 


Minor potential direct annual employment 
estimate for the System of 325 jobs or 
about 0.09* of the Region's employment. 
Minor increase in potential direct 
construction employment of 423 person 
years (estimate). " 


• 


■ " - 


Potentia] effect on economic 
(level opment 


Potential for a minor direct economic 
benefit fiuin legional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the construction 
of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commocial entoprises and 
industry 


Potential increase in costs for tenants and 
landlmds to provide recycling and 
composting savwx in multi-family 
residences. However, this is a small 
percentage of York housing type. 
In the long term institutimis and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
progtTuns to "buy back" used white goods. 
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B3.6-6 



Criteria/lBdkaUMT 


Sytttm Net EfTccta 


System Net EfTccO 


Advantagea/Dfaadvaatafcs 1 




brlMlkator 


by Criterten 


by Criterioo | 


cmmimittmribtitimtttoMOommAn iiiiliii | 


Distribution of socio-economic effects 


Potenlial negative dislritNilional effect due 


' Positive effect from mise centres 


Advantaiees 


on industry and population gixHips 


to dispropottioflate dtaie of itnpacts on 








some local communities, population groups 


low cost items will be available. 


Potential for positive social 




and industries associated with a Kfixed 




distributional effect is the greatest of 




Waste Pioceuing and Composting facility 


Negative distribuiiuiial lifestyle and 


all the Systems because SyMem 6 is 




and other facilities. 


quality of life effect on some local 


targeted to all types of residences. 


, 


- Reuse centtes have a positive social 


communities, population gi^oups and 






welfare effect for lower income groups as 


industries located near MWHC 


Disadvantases 


' 


more low cost items are made available 


facility. 






and adds a potential market for these 




System 6 has the greatest negative 




goods. 


Positive social distributional effects 


potential effect on future generations 


• 


Potential positive social distributional 


likely because System is targeted to 


of all the Systems, due to the polenbal 




effects from the inclusion of all types of 


all types of residences. 






residences in the System. 




separating material; it has the potential 






■ Currait generation pays cost for 
changing to iiiuic sustainable 


for change to less sustainable 
behaviour. 






Distribution of lifeityle effects 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for dwse 


behaviour, resulting in a positive 


• 




who must sdf-haul garhage. 


effect for the future. 


Of all the Systems. System 6 has the 




• Minor lifestyle distrifouticMia] effect 




most significant negative distributional 




between multi-famity and low density 


• Potential positive effect on future 


effects due to facilities. 


. 




generations because of wiser use of 
resources and conservatiott of the 


. 




• • 


environment for fiiture 
use/enjoyment. May be off-set due 
to reduction in 3Rs behaviour by 








Potential future generation effects of 
System 


Potential positive effect through the wiser 


individuals. 


' 


use of resources for the use and enjoytnoM 








of future generations with current 








generation paying the cost of reclaiming 






.- , 


mtterials. 


:*. 






Potential negative effect due to potential 


■ 






for residents to stop separating material 




- 




and change to less sustain^e behaviour. 







york.mwp 



TABLE B4.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTTEM 



Fed Rttion 

Sygtem 1 - Re«id«iitial EKJatiiiK 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syitem Net Efrects 


System Net EfTccts 


Advantagea/DigMl vantages 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterioa 


:CI«liilo«t:;.i>k]ieatW.UtMl:€k>^^ ^ I 


Potential etrects on nesidenls 


Potential displacement of residents for 


' Potential displacement of residents, 


AdvanlaRes 


, 


siting of new Regional MRR 


community features and businesses 






Potential minor nuisance effecu from 


from the siting of the new MRF, 


Potential for displacement effects due 




drop-off depots. 




to siting new facilities is less than that 




Potential for odmir and vermin probleins 


Disruption effects from nuisances 


predicted for Systems 2-& since only 


' , ■ ' "' 


at community and apartment composing 


(e.g., <x]our, stigma) on residents. 


one new facility is sited (MRn. 




facilities. 


communities, community features and 






Potential odour and health concerns and 


businesses associated with 


Potential for disniption effects from 




minor nuisance effects such as tiafTic, 


composting facilities, MRFs, depots 


nuisances (e.g., odour, trafric) on 


■ 


litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


and illegal dumping. 


residents, community features and 


, 


with the three centralized composting 




businesses, and health concerns for 




facilities. The effects will be likely less 


Health concerns associated with 


some people from existing and new 


. 


noticeable at the two sites that are located 


coitralized windrow facilities and 


facilities is less than that predicted for 




at the landfilh. Effects may be reduced 


MRFs may be minimized by 


Systems 2-6. 




with public education and consultation 


education, consuliaion and proper 






and proper management of the facility. 
- Nuisance effect at the MRF/Transfer 


management. 


Disadvantages 




Suiion and the new Regional MRF. 


Elderly and physically challenged 




., 


Minor effect at reuse centres due to 


may have difTicult time setting out 






traffic and visual concerns. 


material for pick-up. 




- 


Landfill bans and regional recycling 






. 


legislation may lead to illegal dumping 


Potential stigma effect in some 




.■ ' 


and burning. 


communitiK due to existence of 
MRFs and composting facilities. 





pei.exi 



B4 1-2 



CriterWIndkator 


System Net EittcU 


System Net Efliecte 


Advantagea/DisMlvanlages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potenlial effects on special/sensitive 


Elderly and physically challenged may 






groups 


have difficulty in setting out recyclable 




. 




material and in using backyard 


• ■ 


* 




composters. 


. 






Minor occupational safety coiKxms with 




' 


* 


drivers and handlers of HHW. 


' * ' 


■f ' ' , 




Potential exposure of employees at 






composting facilities to health and safely 




\ ' 


' 


hazards. Should be minimized by 






^ 




" 






desi^ and control. 




' ' 




Potential health effects on allergy 




• 




sufferers, people with immuno- 


- 


' 




denctencies, etc. from compost facilities. 


' 






Magnitude of effect may be minimized by 


■ " 






proper siting considerations for new 


• 






facilities and proper management. 


• 


■ 




Potential employee health and safety 


' " . ' 


' • 


• 


concerns at MRFs. Should be minimized 


• 






by mitigation. 


1 \ 


1 • *■ 


Potoitial effects on communities 


Minor negative stigma effect on 




community image from illegal dumping 


. ■ 






because of landfill bans, regional 








recycling legislation and need for self- 
haul. 


.t , ■ . 


'■*■ ' • ' 


• 


■ Potential stigma effect in some 


V 


- 




communities due to MRFs. Magnitude of 






. 


effect dependent on site location and 








man^ement of facilities. 








Potential increase in community pride 








from participation. 








Potential minor traffic inconvenience.^ in 








the truck. Effect mluccd by mitigation. 


. ' ■ 


. 
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B4.I-3 



CrtteriaAndiaitor 


System Net EfTccta 


System Net EfTectt 


Ad vanUjeea/Disad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential efTects on community features 


Potential displacement of community 






and businesses 


features and businesses for siting of new 

Regional MRF. May be reduced with 

public education and consultation and 

proper managentent. 

Potential for odour and vermin problems 

at community and apaitmoit composting 

facilities (USA Today, 1991; Biocycie, 

1992). 

Potential odour and health concerns and 


- 






minor nuisance efTects such as txafric. 




' 




litter, binls vermin and noise associated 








with centralized composting facilities. 








The effects will likely be less noticeable 








at the two sites that are located at the 








landfills. Effects may be leducwi with 


••- 






public education and consultation and 

proper siting and management of the 

facility. 

Potential minor nuisance effects such as 

tranic, litter and noise from MRFs, 








transfer stations and depots. Effects 


* 






dependent on operation, type of matetial. 








sensitivity and number of people near 








facilities. 


. 






Potential nuisance effects on community 








features and businesses from iraiTic and 








hauling. Effect may be reduced by 








mitigation. 
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B4.M 



1 Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflects 


System Net EfTecIs 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Critcrimi 


^'illiiiliw 1 1 PiTtm*tf ftiT fffTifrf i*pHtl Iiinwrt 


'.%'■ 




Potential for lifestyle changes 


3Rs have positive social and lifestyle 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantages 




effect, people willing to do and Icam 


effect and increaK in personal aiHJ/or 






mote, source of pentonai and community 


community pride. Potential for 


System 1 involves fewer lifestyle 


• 


pride. 


change in purchasing habits/attitudes 


inconveniences than all of the other 




Potential for minor lifestyle 


and greater acceptance of using 


Systems. 


. . 


inconveniences associated with backyard 


repaired/used items. 






compostcrs and community composting. 




Disadvantages 


• 


- Some residents may begin to dump large 


In the longer term, insttlutioits and 






items illegally due to lack of service. 


commercial businesses may develop 


System 1 has less potential than 




Residents may become more aware of 


programs to "buy back" used white 


Systems 2-6 for maximizing positive 


, ■ . 


HHW and white goods management and 
change purchasing behaviour. 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


lifestyle changes. 




Reuse centres may have positive effect 


Minor potential direct annual 


Although a minor effect. System 1 


~ 


may contribute to acceptance of using 


employment estimate for the System 


offers fewer direct employment 


* 


repaired/second hand items rather than 


of 325 jobs or about 0.07% of the 


opportunities dian Systems 3-6. 




buying new products. 


Region's employment. Minor increase 






Reuse centres have iiKreased appeal and 


in potential direct construction 


Although a minor effect, System 1 




household economic berwfits. May 


employment of 50 person years 


offers fewer construction employment 




contribute to neighbourhood cohesivene^ 


(estimate). 


opportunities than all of the other 




through encouraging communal garage 




Systems. 


' 


sales, flea markets, bazaars, etc. 


Potential minor direct economic 


, 




3Rs has potentially positive effect; 


benefits related to services, and salary 






encourages positive changes to conserver 


and wages for annual operations and 






and waste diversion attitudes; 


construction of new facilities. 




• 


emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 








as recycling, could lead to lifestyle 








change 


• 


. 


Potential effect on employment. 


Minor potential direct annual employment 




estimate for the System of 325 jobs or 


• 






about 0.07% of the Region's employment. 


■ 


- 




Minor increase in potential direct 




■ 




construction employment of 50 person 








years (estimate). 
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B4.1-5 



Criteriii/IiKlicator 


System Net Elfecta 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


AdvanUges/Disadvantiq^ 
by CriuHoD 


Potential effect on rrffliomic 
dcvelopinent 


Potential for a minor direct economic 
bencrn from regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operMions and in the construction 
of new facilities. 


J 


i.' ,. '■ . 


Potential operational cfTecls on 
institutions, commercial cntciptises and 
industry 


■ Provision of recycling bins and 

composters to multi-family buildings may 
have potential for incrcjise in costs to 
tenants and landlords. 

- In the long term institutions and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
programs to "buy back' used white goods. 
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B4.1-6 



Criterii/lDdkator 


System Nel Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvtiDtages/Disadvanit«ges 1 




by Indtcator 


by Criterkm 


by Criterion \ 


CHlHte f t OMrtlntiaa of SacW Oop^ 




Distribution of socio-economic effects 


Negative distributional effect on local 


Negative distributiotud effect on some 


Advanta(;es 


on industry and population groups 


communities, population groups and 


local communities, population groups 






industries who receive a disproportionate 


and industries and on lifestyle of 


Potential for negative distributional 




share of the negative effects from the new 


residents located near to the faciliti^ 


effects from facilities on residents, 


" 


MRF and compost facilities and depots. 


as they may be affected by nuisance 


businesses and communities is less 


\ .. 


Reuse ceniies have positive social welfare 


effects while other residents served 


than that for Systenu S and 6. 


• • ' . 


effect for lower income groups as more 


by the facilities are not affected. 


• i * ^ 




low cost items are made available, and it 




Disadvantajces 




adds a potential maftct for these goods. 


Positive effect from mise centres for 




■ 




lower income groups as more low 


Potential for a positive effect on future 






cost items available . 

Minor lifestyle distributional effect 


generations from System 1 Is less than 
that of all other Systems, except 
System 6, because it offers fewer 


E)istribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle iiKonventence for those 


■-: 


who must self-haul gaiiMge. 
Minor lifestyle distributional effect 
between multi-family and low density 
development in level of 3Rs service. 


btiWeen multi-family and low density 
residenu in fewn^ opportunities for 
composting. 


opportunities for the current genenaim 
to engage in 3Rs behaviour (i.e., using 
resources wisely). 






Minor positive effect through wiser- 


Potential for positive distributional 


■ 




use of resources and conswvation of 


effects from provision of opportunities 






the environment for future use/ 
enjoyment thrmigh recycling. 


to use 3Rs services and infrastructure 
is less than that of all other Systems 






Potential future generation effects of 


Potential positive e^ect of passing on a 


composting and rq>air/reu$c. 


(e.g., fewest opportunities for multi- 


System 


healthio^ cnvirotmient through support for 




family residences). 




change in behaviour to repair, reuse and 


Current generation pays son>e of the 






proper di^)Osal. 


costs for changing to more 






Reuse centres have a positive effect 


sustainable behaviour, resulting in a 


- 




through the support for repair and reuse 


positive fiituie generational effect. 




^ , . " 


of goods and subsequent reduction of 




" ' ■ * , " . 




resource use. 




, 




Positive effect as the current gencrabon is 


. * 






paying the cost for changing to more 


• 


- 




sustainable behaviour, which may leave 








future generations with a healthier 


• 






environment and more resources 


* 


.,, 


'■ ■ 


available. , • 


,; t 
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TABLE B4:Z 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Syttem 2 - Reriilena*! EriatiWCoianiitted 



Criteria/IiMUcator 


System Net Effects 


Syatem Net Effects 


AdvanUgcs/DiaMlninUiKM 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterioa | 


^m^mtifmmmlmliitmmm i»tm - - " 1 


Potential cfTecu on residents 


Potential displacement of icsidcnls Troni 


Potential displacement of residenu. 


Advantaxes 


. 


the siting of the new MRF and 


community features and businesses 






community recycling centres. 


from siting new MRP and community 


Potential for displacement effects due 




- Landfill bans tatd regional recycling 


recycling centres. 


to siting new facilities is less than that 




legislation may lead to illegal dumping 




predicted for Systems S and 6. 


• 


and burning. 


Health concerns for lesiderMs. special 






Potential nuisance effects from the seven 


& sensitive groups and employees 


RHential for disrtiplion effects from 






associated wtlh centralized windrow 


nuisaitccs (e.g., odour, trafTic. litter) 




centres and drop-off depots. 


composting facilities and MRFs. May 


on residents, community features and 




Potential for odour and vomin problenu 


be minimized by education. 


businesses, and health concerns for 




at community composting facilities. 


consultation and proper management. 


some people from existing and new 




Potential odour and health concerns and 




facilities is liss than that predicted for 




minor nuisance efTecUt such as trafTtc, 


Disruption effecu from nuisances (e.g.. 


Systems 3, 5 and 6. 




litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


odour, trafTic) on residents, community 






with the three centralized composing 


features, businesses and communities 


DisadvanlaKes 


} 


facilities. The effects are likely to be 


associated with composting facilities, 






masked at the composting sites at the 


community recycling centres. MRFs, 


Potential for disruption effects from 






depots and illegal dumping. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) on 




education and consultation and proper 




lesjdents, community features, 


,| 


management of the facility. 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


businesses and communities and health 


' 


Retjse centres have minor effect due to 


have difTicull time setting out material 


concerns for some people from 




trafTic and visual effects. 


for pick-up. 


existing and new facilities is greater 


, 


Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 




than that predicted for System 1. 




litter and noise from MRFs. ^fects 


Potential neg^ve stigma effects on 








ncigMKHirttoods artd communiiies due 






maicrial. sensitivity and number of 


to facilities. 


• 




people near facility. 
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B4.2-2 



CriterWIndkator 


Syrtem Net Elfecti 


Syalem Net EITecta 


Adrantagea/Dlmlvantaget 




by Indkalw 


by Crilerioo 


by Criterioa 


PtMenbal cfTects on special/sensitive 


Elderly and physically challenged may 






groups 


have diffKull time setting out recyclable 








material for pick-up and using 




^ 




«)mpo.ster5. 


, 






Minor occupational safety concerns with 


i 


' ' - * " '« 




drivers and handlers of HHW. 




f 




Potential exposure of employees at 


1. 


"" 




compost facilities, MRFs, transfer 




, 




stations, community recycling centres 




, 




and dcfxMs to health and safety hazwds. 








Should be minimized by education. 












. 




control. 








■ Potential health effects on allergy 








suffeiefs, people with immimo- 








denciencies, etc. from composting 








facilities Magnitude of effect may be 








minimized by proper siting 








considerations for new facilities and 


' 


* 




proper management. 


^ 


* 


Potential effects on conunmities 


Potential increase in community pride 




from participation. 








Minor n^ative stigma effect on 




■0 • 




community image from illegal dumping. 


■ 






Potential stigma effect in some 








communities because of the presence of 








recycling and composting facilities. 






- 


Magnitude of effect dependant on site 
location and management of the facility. 




■ 
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B4.2-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EITects 


Advantagea/DlBadvantagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on community features 


Potential displacement from the siting of 






and business 


the new MRF and community recycling 
centres. 

Potential nuisance effects from the seven 
community recycling centres and drop- 
off depots and from increased trafric and 
hauling. 

Potential for odour and vermin ptoblems 
at community composting facilities. 
Potential odour and health concents and 


, 






minor nuisance effects such as traflic. 






■ 


litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 








with the three centralized composting 




■ 


1 


facilities. The effecU are likely to be 






1 


masked at the composting sites at the 








landfills. May be reduced with public 








education aixl consultation and proper 






1 


management. 








■ Potential for odour and vermiii problems 








at community composting facility 






^ 


Reuse centres have minor nuisance 






1 '■' . 


effect associated with image. 


'" «;■ 




; ■ ■ 


- Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 








litter and noise from MRFs. Effects 




■• 


dependmt on operation, type of 






. ^. 


material, sensitivity and number of 




* 


i 


people near facility. 


'^ 






' Potential nuisance effects on community 


r 




■ 


features and businesses from traffic and 






• 


hauling. Effect reduced by mitigation. 
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B4.2-4 



CrileriaAndicator System Net EfTem 


System Net Effects 


Advantage^Disiidvantages 


by Indicator 


by Crilerion 


by Criterion 


CHtMtai a i PUBBiM fipr tti«d flocM faym 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


3Rs programs have positive social and 


Pot«itial positive social and lifestyle 


Advantases 




lifestyle effect, people willing lo do and 


effect atKJ increase in personal and/or 




r; ■ . 


learn more, source of personal and 


community pride. Potential for change 


■ System 2 involves fewer lifestyle 




community pride. 


in purchasing habits/attitudes and 


inconveniences than Systems 3-5. 


i 


- Potential for minor lifestyle 


greater acceptance of using 




• 


inconveniences associated with backyard 


repaired/used items. 


System 2 has more potential than 


■ 


compostcrs. 




System 1 for maximizing positive 


• 


Minor inconveniences associated with 


in the longer term, instituticms and 


lifestyle changes. 


. 


community composting. 


commercial businesses may develop 






Residents may become more aware of 


programs to "buy back" used while 


Disadvantaees 


•.. 


HHW and white goods management and 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


- 


, 


change purchasing behaviour. 




' System 2 has less potential than 


Reuse centres have positive effect may 


Minor potential direct aimual 


Systems 3-5 for maximizing positive 


. 


contribute to acceptance of using 


employment estimate for the system of 


lifestyle changes. 


^ 


repaired/second hand items rather than 


325 jobs or about 0.07% of the 






buying new products. Increased appeal 


Region's employment. Minor increase 


Although a minor effect. System 2 


■ 


and bouseiiold economic benefits. May 


in potential direct cmstnjcticMi 


offers fewer direct employment 


. 


contribute to neighbourhood 


employment of 275 person years 


opportunities than Systems 3-6. 




cohesiveness through support fot 


(estimate). 






communal garage sales, flea markets. 




Although a minor effect. System 2 






Potential minor direct economic 


offers fewer construction employment 




3Rs promotion has potentially positive 


bencflts related to sovices, and salary 


opportunities than Systems 3-6. 




effect; encourages changes to conserver 


and wages for annual operations and 


, 


and waste diversion attitudes; 


construction of new facilities. 






emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 


• 






as recycling, could lead to lifestyle 




'■ ■ ■ 




change. 


A 


. 


Some residents may begin to dump targe 


- 


■ ■ ' 


goods illegally due lo landnil bans. 
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B4.2-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterion 


Advantages/Disadvantai^ 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on employnwnt 


Minor potential direct annual 

employment estimate for the system of 

325 jobs or about 0.07% of the Region's 

employment. 

Minor increase in potential direct 

construction employment of 275 person 

years (estimate). 


1 


! . " . i 


Potential effect on economic 
development 


Potcntiat for a minor direct economic 
benefit from regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the 
construction of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercial emcipnses and 
industry 


Provision of recycling services and some 
composting in multi-family buildings 
may lead to potential itKreases in costs 
for landlords and tenants. 
In the long term, institutions and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
programs to "buy back" used white 
goods that are difficult to dispose of. 
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B4.2-6 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTecU 
by Inilicatar 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterion 


Advantages/Disidvantages 

by Criterion | 


f Critcrioa 3 : DittrtbtthM of SoiM Cottt aad BeiKai j 


E>islribution of socio-economic effects 
on industry and population groups 


Negative distributional effect on some 
local communities, population groups 
and industries, wbo receive a 
disproportionate share of negative 
effects from the MRF, depots and 
compost facilities. 
• Reuse centres have a polentiaj positive 
social welfare effect for lower income 
groups as more low cost items are made 
available, and it adds a potemial market 
for these goods. 


■ Negative distributional effect on some 
local communities, population groups 
and industries and on lifestyle of 
residents located near facilities as they 
may be affected by nuisance effects 
while other residents served by the 
facility are unaffected. 

Positive lifestyle effect by 
Incorporating a larger proportion of 
high rise households in 3Rs service. 

Minor positive effect through more 
sustainable use of resources and 
conservation of the environment for 
future use/ enjoyment through 
recycling, composting, repair/rcuse. 

Current generation pays the costs for 
changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, resulring in a positive future 
generational effect. 

Reuse activities have some positive 
social welfare benefits for low income 
groups as rrwre lower cost items are 
available. 


Advantages 

Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on residents, 
businesses aiKl communities in 
proximity to the facilities is less than 
that for Systems 5 and 6. 

Potential for positive effect on future 
generations is greater than that of 
Systems 1 and 6. 

Disadvantages 

Potential for a positive effect on future 
generations is less than that of 
Systems 3-5 because it offers fewer 
opportunities for the current generation 
to engage in 3Rs behaviour (i.e., using 
resources wisely). 

Positive distributional effect from 
provision of 3Rs services and 
infrasuvcture is less for this System 
thsm for Systems 3-6 (e.g., fewest 
opportunities for multi-family 
residcTKCs). 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 

who must sclf'haul garbage. 

Minor lifestyle distributional effect in 

recycling services between residents of 

multi-family and low density 

developments. 
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B4.2-7 



Criteria/lndlartor 


Syitera Net Effects 


Sjrctcm Net EfTecta 


AdTantafcafflJiaadnBtagea 




by Indicator 


by CrltcrioD 


by Cntenoii 


Potential future genentton cffecU of 


Potential positive efTect of passing on a 






system 


hcalthiCT envirofiment ihiDugh support 
for change in behaviour to reduction and 
reuse. 
- Reuse centres have a positive effect 


.■ 




■' 


through the support for repair and reuse 
of good* and subsequent reduction of 
resource use. 

Positive effect as the cuirent generation 
is paying the cost fof changing to more 
sustainable behaviour, which may leave 


1 






environment and more resouroes 




. 




availabte. 
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TABLE B4J 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Fed Rqdwi 

Syatem 3 • Reatdcntial Direct Coat 



1 CriterWIiidkatsr 


System N«t EITccts 


Sytten Net EfTccts 


Advantages/DisadvBBtagca 


^HkL^AiC^ _J> ^. .^ ■■ a' 1 ■ iJ m ■ ■„■- . • Mm— •■■■■.. ' ■ a^^ 


by IiKUcatof 


by Criterion 


by Criterioo 


PcHenliaJ effects on residents 


Potential for odour and vcnnin effects at 


■ Potential displacement of residents and 


Advantages 




apartments from 3 bin compcnting units 


community features and businesses 




, 


and at community composting facilities. 


from siting new MRF and community 


Potential for displacement effects due 




Potential displacement of residents from 


recycling facilities. 


to siting new facilities is less duin that 




the siting of a new MRF and community 




predicted for Systems S and 6. 




recycling centres. 


■ Minor disruption effect from nuisances 






Potential odour and health concerns and 


(e.g., traffic, odour, scavenging 


Potential for disruption effects from 




minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


animals, birds, vermin and noise) on 


nuisances (e.g.. odour, traflic) on 




litter, birds, vermin and noise assodaled 


residents and community features and 


residents, community features and 




with the three centralized composting 


businesses. Magnitude may be 


businesses, and health concerns for 




facilities. The effects may be masked 


minimized by proper siting 


some people from existing and new 


■ 




considerations for new facititie* aiMJ 


facilities is less than that predicted for 




landfill sites. May be reduced with 


proper nunagement. 


SystCTU 5 and 6. • . 




public education and consultation and 








proper management of the facility. 


Potential health concerns for residents. 


DisadvantaKes 




Potential minor nuisance effects such as 


special/sensitive groups and employees 




. 


traffic, litter and noise from MRFs. 


at MRFs and composting facilities. 


- Potential, for disruption effects (visual. 




transfer stations, depots and community 


Magnibide will be minimized by 


vennin, negative community stigma 


, 


recycling cmtfcs. Effects dependent on 


(wopcr design, control, planning. 


effect) from illegal dumping and 


■ 


operation, type of material, sensitivity 


consultation and education. 


burning is greater than in all other 


. 


and number of people near the facility. 




Systems. 




Reuse centres have minor e^icct due to 


Elderly and physically challenged may 






Iraffic and visual concerns. 


have difficult time setting out 
recyclable and compostable materials 






" 


and using drop-off facilities and 


^ 




- 


transfer stations. 




- 




Potential negative community stigma 
effect due to facilities and illegal 


■■■■■■ .. ; 






dumping and burning. 
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B4.3-2 



Criterte/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advjmtagcfl/DbadvBatages 




by Indicator 


by Criterioii 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 


Recycling and use of composters by 


Potential stigma effect on communities 




groups 


elderly and physically challenged may 
be inconvenient and have nuisance 
effects. 


and ncighbourtwods. 




■ 


Minor occupational safety concerns with 








handlers of HHW. 




. 




Employees at MRFs, transfer stations. 








depots, community recycling centres and 


. * 






compost facilities may be exposed to 


. 






health and safety hazards. Should be 






■ 


minimized by education. Could be 








mitigated by proper design and control. 






• 


Potential for health effects on allergy 








suffcrCTS. people with immuno- 








deficiencies, etc from compost facilities. 








Magnitude of effeci may be minimized 








by proper siting considerations for new 
facilities and proper management. 






Potential effects on communities 


Potential for illegal dumping/burning as 




resistance to direct cost (Alderden. 1990; 






. 


RIS, 1990; Thiverge. 1992; Skumau and 




* 




Zack. 1993). Mitigation and 




- 




enhancement by public consultation. 








variable rate schemes, enforcement. 








expanded 3Rs, etc, could reduce effects. 








Potential increase in community pride 








from participation. 








Potential stigma effect in some 








communities from illegal dumping and 








burning of waste, reuse centres and 








presence of facilities. Magnitude of 








effeci dependant on site location and 
management of the facility. 
Potential negative stigma effeci in some 
communities from reuse centres. 
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B43-3 



Criteria/Indicator 



System Net Effects 
by Indlcatar 



Sy^m Net Effects 
by CriterioD 



AdvintJigea/Dind vantages 
by Criterion 



Potential effects on community features 
and businesses 



Potential for illegal dumping in waste 
containers of business^ and institutions 
due to opposition to direct cost 
(Eckslrani and LaBanc, 1992; Krivitz 
and Schmidt. 1992). 
Potential minor nuisance effects on 
community features and busiiKsses from 
traffic UMJ hauling. 

Potential for odour and vennin proMems 
at community composting facilities. 
Potential odour and health concerns and 
miiK>r nuisance effects such as trafTic, 
litter, birds, vennin and noise associated 
with the three centralized composting 
facilities. The effects may be masked 
where the faciiity is located at the 
landfill sites. May be reduced with 
public educMJon and consultation and 
proper management. 
Potential displacement of community 
features and businesses from the siting 
of a new MRF and community recycling 
centres. 

PMemial minor nuisance effects such as 
traffic, litter and noise from MRFs, 
transfer stations, depots and conununity 
recycling centres on community features 
and businesses. Effects dependent on 
operation, type of material, sensitivity 
and number of people near the facility. 
Reuse centres have minor nuisance 
effect associated with image. 
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B4.3-4 



CriteriWlMUcator 


Syitem Net Eflecta 


System Net Effects 


AdmitagH/Dlaadvutagci 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


QMriM S 1 Vumm fbr BnM« 9Qdi| 








Potential Tor lifestyle changes 


- Direct Cost could support 3Rs by 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantaices 




encouraging residents to source separate 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






to reduce the amount of gatbage. People 


community pride. Potential for change 


System 3 has more potential than 




may spend more time diverting. 


in purchasing habit$/attitudes and 


Systems 1, 2 and 6, to increase greater 




compacting or dumping waste in order 


greater acceptance of using 


awareness of 3Rs and encourage a 


,. 


to avoid paying (RIS, 1990; Aldcrden, 


repaired/used items. 


more sustainable lifestyle (e.g., source 


, 


1990; Krivit2 and Schmidt. 1992) 




separation, recycling, composting). 




Greater potential for people to place 


In the longer term, institutions and 


• 


■ 


wrong items in Blue Box as residents 


conunracial businesses may develop 


Disadvantages 




maximize iu use. 


pro-ams to "boy back" used white 




. 


3Rs and composting have positive social 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


System 3 has the greatest potential of 




and lifestyle effect, people willing to do 




all the Systems for negative lifestyle 


. 


and learn more, source of penotuJ atxl 


Minor potential direct aruwal 


cfTects associated with illegal dumping 




community pnde. 


employment estimate for the System of 


and burning by households. 




Variety of lifestyle inconveniences 


400 jobs or about 0.08* of the 


particularly in rural areas. 




associated with all types of composting. 


Region's employment. Minor increase 






Residents may become more aware of 


in potential direct construction 


Although a minor effect. System 3 


. 


HHW and white goods manag«nent and 


employment of 300 person years 


offers fewer direct employment 


• 


change purchasing bdiaviour. 
■ Reuse centres have positive effect and 


(estimate^ 


opportunities than Systems 4-6. 




may contribute to aaxplaiKc of using 


Potcnbal minor direct economic 


■ Although a minor effect. System 3 




repaired/second hand Items rather than 


benefits related to services, and salary 


ofTers fewer construction employment 




buying new products. In some instartoes. 


and wages for anmial operations arMl 


opportimities than Systems 5 and 6. 


" 


has social welfare benefits (e.g., provides 
reused goods to low income residents. 


constnjctjon of ttew facilities. 


-. 




May contribute to neighbourhood 


Potential for a variety of lifestyle 






cohesiveness through supporting 


inconveniences and effects. Some 




■* * • 


communal garage saJcs, /lea martets. 


resident groups (e.g. elderly, disabled) 




' 


3Rs promotion has potentially positive 


less able to alter lifestyle. 






effect; encourages positive changes to 


- People nay spend more time diverting. 








compacting or dumping waste in order 






emphasizing reduction, reuse and 
recycling, could lead to lifestyle change. 


to avoid paying. 





pel.dlr 



B4.3-5 



CrileriWIndkator 


System Net ^fleets 


System Net ErTecta 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on empioyment 


- Minor potential direct annual 


Greater potential for people to place 






employment estimate for the System of 


wrong items in Blue Box as residents 






400 jobs or about 0.08* of the Region's 


maximize its use. 






employment. 




. 




' Minor increase in potential direct 


Direct economic benefits are possible 






construction employment of 300 penon 


in 3Rs related industries. Indirect 


-- - * ■ I 




years (estimate). 


economic effects could include both 
short and long term changes in 
secondary atxl tertiary sectors. Over 


" i 


Potential effect on ecotxHnic 


Potential for a minor direct economic 


developnwnt 


benefit from regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the construction 


the long tarn this could lead to the 
development of marketable "green" 
systems, technologies and products. 






of new facilities. 


Magnitude of effect is uncertain. 
Potential for a short term economic and 




Potenliiil operational effects on 


Potential increase in costs for landlords 


institutions, commercial cntetprises and 


of mulM-family buildings that have 


employment benefit in the construction 


. 


industry 


municipal service, 
. In the long term, institutions and 
commerciai emerprises may develop 


sector. 






programs to "buy back " used white 




. 




goods. 








Potential increases in costs for landlords 








and tenants because of requircmcnu to 








provide recycling services and the 


^- 






possibility of providing composting units 








and vamicomposten. 
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B4.3-6 



Criteria/Indicator 



System Net Effects 
by Indicator 



Sytteai Net Effects 

by Criterion 



Advantatea/DliadvaBtacef 
by Criterion 



St 



Distribution of socio-economic cfTecU 
on industry and population groups 



Distribution of lifestyle effects 



There could be a negative distributional 

effect as costs for gatbagc collection 

may not be affotdable for lower-income 

households. 

Potcnliat distributional effect as diiect 

cost charges will not be applied to most 

multi-family households (about 30% of 

households). 

Negative distributional effect on some 

local communities, population groups 

tnA industries who recdve a 

disproportionate share of the effects of 

the MRFs, composting sites, depots, 

transfer stations and leaf and yard waste 

bunkers. 

Reuse centres have positive social 

welfare effect for lower income groups 

as more low cost items are made 

available, and adds a potential market 

for these goods. 



Lifestyle inconvenience for those who 
must self-haul. 

Minor lifestyle distributional effects in 
level of 3Rs service betwe«i multi- 
family and low density development. 



Potential negative distributional effect 
as costs for garbage collection could be 
proportionally higher for l»^er families 
and not affordable for lower income 
households. 

Current generation pays the cost for 
changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, resulting in a positive effect 
for the future. 

Reuse activities have some positive 
social welfare benefits for lower 
income groups as more low cost items 
will be available. 

Expanding 3Rs programs to various 
[ypcs of residences has a positive social 
distributicMial effect 

Negative social distributional effects on 
some communities and populations 
which must bear a variety of nuisance 
arid potential health effects from 
facilities. 



Advantages 

Potential for a positive effect on future 
generations through implementation of 
3Rs strategy is greater than that of 
Systems 1 , 2 and 6. 

Potential for a positive distributional 
effect from increased 3Rs services is 
greater than that for Systems I and 2. 

Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities on residents, 
businesses and communities in 
proximity to the fadlilies is less than 
thai of Systems 5 and 6. 

Disadvantages 

Potential for ■ negative distributional 
effect on: (a) large family households 
and (b) low income groups is greater 
than that for all other Systems. 
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B4.3-7 



Criterla/liMlkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advaotagea/IMsMl vantages 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential future generation efreds of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 


■ . - , ' . 


, 


System 


healthier environment through support 


. 






fw chuigc in behaviour to reiiuction and 


•- 






reuse. 








Reuse centres have a positive effect 








through the support for repair and reuse 


■i 






of goods and subsequent reduction of 


'■ 






resource use. 






- 


- PtKitive effect as the current generation 




' 




is paying the cost for changing to more 


, 






sustainable behaviour, which may leave 






, 


future generations with a hcaithier 




' 




environment and more resources 








available. 
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TABLE B4.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



PedRttion 

SyrtMM 4 • Rcridenttoi Eromdcd Blue Boi 



Crit«WIiKlk«tor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/Diaad vantages 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Clll«flM:ll NtMlii liKtf <3^^ 






Potential effects on residents 


PoteniiBl displaccmciit of residents from 


Potenlia] displacement of residents. 


Advanuixes 


■ 


the siting of the new MRF and 


community features and businesses 




' 


conunuttity recycling centres. 


from siting a rKw MRF and 


' Pwential for displaccntent effects due 




Landfill bans nnay lead to illegal dumping 


community recycling facilities. 


to siting new facilitira is less than that 




and burning. 




predicted for Systems 3 and 6 since 




PotentiaJ nuisance effects from the seven 


■ Minor disruption effects from 


only one new MRF arid the 




community recycling centres and drop-off 


nuisances (e.g., trafTic, odour) on 


community recycling facilities are 




depots and potential for odour and vnmin 


residents, special & sensitive groups 


required. 




proMems at community aiKl apartment 


and coirununity features and 




• 


composting facilities. 


businesses. Magnitude may be 


Potential for disruption effects from 




Potential odour and health concerns and 


minlmizect by proper siting 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic, titter) 




minor nuisance effecu such as traffic. 


considenHions for new facilities and 


on residents, conununiiy features and 




litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


proper management. 


businesses, and health coiKcms for 




with the three centralized composting 




some people from existing and new 




facililJes. TTic effects are likely to be 


Potential health concerns for residents. 


facilities is less than that predicted for 


• 


masked at tlie composting sites at the 


special & sensitive groups and 


Systems 3,5 and 6. 


V 


landfills. May be reduced with public 


employees at MRF and composting 




- 


education and consultation and proper 


facilities. 


Disadvantajces 




managemetM of the facility. 


• 






Reuse centres have minor effect due to 


Elderly and physically challenged may 


Potential for disruption effects from 




traffic and visual effccu. 


have difficun time setting out 


nuisances (e.g., odour, tragic) on 




Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 


recyciabtes and compostable material 


residents, community features. 




litter and noise from MRFs. Effects 


for pick-up and using drop-oH' facilities 


businesses and communities and health 


" 


dependent on operaticm. type of matertal. 


and transfer stations. 


concerns for some people from 




sensitivity and number of people near 




existing and new facilities is greater 


■ • 


facility. 


Potential stigma effect in some 
communities due to existence of MRFs 


than that predicted for System 1 . 






and composting facilities. 
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B4 4-2 



CriterWIndlcator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advanlagea/DlsadTantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterioo 


by Criterion 


Pocential effects on special/sensitive 


Elderly and physically challenged may 






groups 

1 


have difficult time setting out recyclable 

material for pick-up and using 

(xtmposters. 

Minor occupational safety concents with 

handlers of HHW. 

Potential exposure of employees at 

compost facilities, MRFs, transfer 

stations, community tecycling cnilres and 

depots to health and safety hazards. 

Should be miniintud by cducatitHi. 

Could be mitigated by proper design and 

control. 

Potential health effects on allergy 

suffeieis, people with immuno- 


• 


*■ 




deficiencies, etc from composting 








facilities Magnitude of effect may be 








minimized by prCiper siting considerations 
for new facilities and proper management. 




* 


Potential effects on communities 


Potential increase in community pride 




from participation. 








Minor negative stigma effect on 




- 




conmiunily image fiuiti illegal dumping. 








Potential stigma efTect in some 








communities because of the presence of 








recycling and composting facilities. 


- 






Magnitude of effect dependant on site 














+ 


Potential minor tiafFic tnconvcnicncc in 


' 




• 


communities where materials are sorted at 
the truck. EfTect reduced by mitigation. 


' 






Reuse centres have potential stigma efTect 








in some communities. 
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B4.4-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTecU 


Advmntagea/Disadvaiitages 




by Indkalor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on community 


Potential nuisance effects from the seven 






features and businesses 


community recycling centres and diot>-ofr 

depots. 

Potential nuisance effects on community 

features and businesses from trafTic and 


" ■ . . 






hauling. 




■* "■ r 


■ 


Potential for odour and vermin problems 


V 






at community and apartment composting 


. 


* 


. 


facilities. 


. 






Potential odour and health concerns and 








minor nuisance effects such as traffic, 


.■ 






litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 




"■ 


\ 


with the three centralized composting 
facilities. The effecu are likely to be 






• 


masked at the composting sites at the 

landfills. May be reduced with public 

education and consultation and proper 

management. 

Reuse centres have minor nuisance effect 


■• 


. . 


• ' 


associated with image. 

Potential nuisance effects such as trafTic, 




'■ 




litter and noise from MRFs. Effects 


'i 






dependent on operation, type of material. 






• 


sensitivity and number Qf people near 


" 


!■> 




facility. 








Potential displacement of residents from 


' 




,:; 


the siting of the new MRF and 






., ' - ■ 


community recycling centres. 


: ^ • * 


- 
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B4 4^ 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTccts 


System Net EfTects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


. CMterhn a I Potential Ibr Bitwd SodM loapact 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


}Rs programs have positive social and 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantaees 




lifestyle effect, people willing to do and 


effect and increase in personal and/or 




. 


team more, source of personal and 


community pride. Potential for change 


System 4 has more potential than 


* , ■■ ■■ 


community pride. 


in purchasing habits/attitudes and 


Systems 1,2 and 6 to increase greater 




Potential for minor lifestyle 


greater acceptance of using 


awareness of 3Rs and encourage a 




Inconveniences associated with backyard 


repaired/used items. 


more sustainable lifestyle (e.g., source 


. 


compostcrs. 




separation, rccychng, composting) due 




Variety of lifestyle inconveniences 


In the longer term, institutions and 


to familiarity with system. 




associated with all types of composting. 


commefcial businesses may develop 






Minor inconveniences associated with 


programs to "buy back" used white 


Although a minor effect. System 4 




community composting. 


goods in response to residents' needs. 


offers more direct employment 




Residents may become more aware of 




opporiunilies than Systems 1 and 2 




HHW and while goods management and 


Minor potential direct annual 


(signiftcant increase) and System 3 




change purchasing behaviour. 


employment estimate for the System of 


(moderate increase). 




Reuse centres have positive effect and 


450 jobs or about 0.09% of the 






may contribute to acceptance of using 


Region's employment. Minor increase 


Although a minor effect. System 4 


•■ • . 


repaired/second hand items rather than 


in potential direct constmction 


offers more construction employment 




buying new products. Increased appeal 


employment of 300 person years 


opportunities than Systems 1 and 2. 




and household economic benents. May 


(estimate). 




, 


contribute to neighbourhood cohesiveness 




DisadvanURes 1 


„ 


through support for communal garage 


Potential minor direct economic 


1 




sales, flea markets, bazaars, etc. 


benefits related to services, and salary 


System 4 has more potential for ji 




3Rs promotion has a potentially positive 


and wages for annual operations and 


negative lifestyle effects related to [ 




effect; encourages changes to conservcr 


construction of new facilities. 


inconvenience than Systems 1 and 2. 




and waste diversion altitudes; 








emphasizing reduction and reuse, as well 


Potential for lifestyle inconveniences 






as recycling, could lead to lifestyle 


associated with household composting. 






change. 








Some residents may begin to dump large 








gcKxls illegally due to a lack of service. 
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B4 4-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Etttcis 
by Indicator 


Syatem Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advanlages/DiMdvantagcs 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on employment 


estimate for the System of 450 jobs or 
about 0.09% of the Region's employment. 
Minor increase in potential direct 
construction employment of 300 person 
years (estimate). 




• 


Potential effect on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic 
benefit from regional spending related to 
service, and salary and wages paid in 
annual operations and in the construction 
of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, (x>mmen;ial enterprises 
and industry 


Potential increases in costs for landlords 
and tenants because of requirements to 
(Htivide recycling services and the 
possibility of providing composting units 
and vcrmicomposters. 
In the long tcnn institutions and 
commercial enterprises may develop 
programs to "buy back" »vt\ white goods 
that are difHcult to dispose of. 
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B4.4-6 



CriterWlndkator 


System Net EfTccts 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantagea/DisMivantages 1 
by Criterimi | 


Cilfar<M3iDiJtiaiitiaoflr8acWCMtwlBaMtt» | 


Distribulkm of socio-economic eflecu 
on industry and population groups 


Negative distributional effect on some 
local communities, population groups and 
industries, who irccive a disproportionate 
share of effects from the facilities. 
Reuse centres and activities have a 
positive social welfare effect for lower 
income groups as more low cost items are 
availabic and adds a potential market for 
these goods. 


changing to a more sustainable 
behaviour, resulting in a positive future 
generational effect. 

Reuse activities have some positive 
social welfare benefits for lower 
income groups as more low cosi items 
will be available. 

Expanding 3Rs programs to various 
types of residences has a positive 
social distributional effecL 

Negative social distributional effects on 
some communities and populations 
which must bear a variety of nuisance 
and potential health effects from the 
facilities. 


Advantages 

Potential for a positive effect on future 
generations through implementation of 
iRi strategies is greater than that of 
Systems 1, 2 and 6. 

Potential for negative distributicMial 
effects from facilities on residents, 
businesses and communities in 
proximity to the facilities is less than 
that of Systems 5 and 6. 

Potential positive effecl from 
distribution of 3Rs service is greater 
than that of Systems I and 2. 

Disadvantases 

None compared to other Systems. 


DisUibulion of lifestyle effecu 


Minor lifestyle inconvenience for those 
who must self-haul garbage. 
Minor lifestyle distributional effect 
between multi-family and low density 
develupinent in level of 3Rs service. 
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B4.4-7 



Critcfia/Indkator 


System Net EITecU 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvaniaxcs 




by Indkitor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potentia] Tuturc generation effects of 


Potential positive effect of passing on a 






System 


healthier environment through support for 
change in behaviour to reduction and 








reuse. 


' 






Reuse centres have a positive effect 








through the support for repair and reuse 






• 


of goods and subsequent reduction of 

resource use. 

Positive effect as the current generation is 








paying the cost for changing to more 


• 






sustainable behaviour, which may leave 




■' 




future generations with a healthier 








environment and more resources 


.. 




■ 


available 
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TABLE B4^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Criteria/Indkator 



Syrtcm 5 - Reridentjal Wct/Drr 



System Net Effects 
by Indkator 



System Net Effects 
by Criterion 



Advantagea/Disad vantages 
by Criterion 






^—^daw ^S^^^X^^^^^Sm 



Potential effects on residents 



Potential for nuisance effects from community 

recycling centres, dro|>-off depots, transfer stations 

and MRFs. 

Potential for odour and vermin effects at apartnicnts 

from 3 bin composting units and at composting . 

facilities. 

Potential displacemoii of residents for the siting of 

the new MRF, community recycling centres and 

ccniralized wcUdry composting facility. 

Potential for odour effects health and safety 

concerns and minor nuisance effects such as traffic, 

litter, visual, birds, vermin and noise from Ihe 

centralized. These effects may be more extensive 

in wet/dry combined composting than for the three 

leaf and yard waste composting sites. 

Potential for odour effects, health and safety 

concems, and minor nuisance effects from MRF. 

Reuse centres have minor effect due to traffic and 

visual concerns. 

Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 

burning. 



Potential displacement of residents, 
community features and businesses from 
siting of MRF and wet/dry composting 
facility. 

Potential health concems of employees at 
MRF and wet/dry composting facility and 
of people with allergies and immuno- 
deficiencies. 

Eldo'ly and disabled groups aie likely to 
experience difficulties in using wet/dry 
caits. 

PotCTtial disruption effects from 
nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) on 
residents, special/sensitive groups, 
community features and businesses from 
MRF and wet/dry facility. 

Potential negative community stigma 
effect from facilities and in particular the 
wet/dry facility. 



Advantages 

' Potential for displacemcnl of 
residents, community features and 
businesses due to siting new MRF 
and wct/dry facility is less than that 
predicted for System 6. 

- f^Mential for disruption effects from 
health concerns and nuisances (e.g., 
odour, traffic) on residents, 
communities and employees from 
wet/dry facility is less than that 
predicted for System 6. 

Disadvantages 

Potenbal for displacement of 
residents, special/sensitive groups, 
community features and businesses 
and communities, due to siting new 
MRF and wet/dry facility is greater 
than that predicted for Systems 1-4. 

• Pot<mtial for disruption emects from 
health concents and nuisances (e.g., 
odour, traffic) on residenu. 
communities and employees from 
wet/dry facility is greater than that 
predicted for Systems 1-4. 
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B4.5-2 



Critcria/Indkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net ETTects 


Advantagcs/Dindvantancs 




by lodkatDr 


by Crilcrioa 


by Criterioa 


Potential erfects on 


MiiHH^ nuisance effects associated with odour and 




' Least convenient of all Systems. 


special/sensitive groups 


physical strain on elderly and physically challenged 




particularly for the elderty, disabled 




froni participation in composting. 




and multi-family residents. 




Minor occupational safety concerns with drivers 








and handlen of HHW. 








Employees at MRFs and in particular compost 


' 


"* ' 




facilities may be subjected to a variety of health 








and safety hazards such as HHW and sharps in 




- 




"wet" stream. Ha/jinte should be minimized by 








consultation and education and mitigated by proper 








design and control, and appropriate clothing and 


. 






management for the employees. 








Potmtial for health effficts for allergy suffeiets. 






, 


people with immuno-dericiencies, etc. from "wet" 








facility. 




' 


Potential efTccts on 


Potential irafTic inconveniences dtie to the Wet/Dry 






communities 


collection system, and the increase In materials 
being transported. CompostabJes transported to one 
site. 
■ Reuse centres have potential stigma effect in some 




- 


■ ■ 


• . • 






communities. 








Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 








burning. 


■■'' 






■ Potential for increase in community pride through 








participation in all aspects of 3Rs. 




• 


• 


Minor negative stigma effect on comroimity image 








from illegal dumping of large items and from the 






■. 


presence of facilities. Magnitude of effect 








dependent on site location and management of the 


V 




' 


facility. This cRiBct may be gnviter with a "wet" 


'■ 


- . 




composting facility than with other facilities. 
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B4.5-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicitor 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterton 


Advantages/Disadvantages 
by CriterioD 


Potential effects on 
community feiUures and 
businesses 


■ Potential displacement of community features and 
businesses for the siting of the new MRF, 
community recycling centres and centralized 
wet/dry composting facility. 

- Potential nuisance effects on community features 
and businesses from trafTic and hauling. 

■ Potential for odour and vermin problems at 
community and apartment composting facilities. 

- Potential for nuisamx effects from community 
recycling centres, drop-ofT depots, transfer stations 
andMRFs. 

■ Potential for odour effects health and safety 
concerns and minor nuisance effects such as traffic, 
litter, visual, birds, vermin and noise from the 
centralized composting facilities. These effects 
may be more extensive in wet/dry combined 
composting than in leaf and yard waste composting. 


* 


." 
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B4.5-i 



Crilcria/Iadkalor 


SystcB Net Effecli 


System Net Effcctf 


KdmOmtiafanimxUtga 




by iDdicBtor 


by Critcrton 


by Critcrioa 


CrlliriM a 1 PtMUiii fiir Bm 


idfloeMtapM 






Potential Tor lifestyle changes 


- Potential for a variety of minor lifestyle 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantaxes 




inconveniences associated with cam. Effects may 


effect and increase in personal and/or 






be greater in high density areas. The bins may be 


community pride. Potential for change in 


- System 5 has more potential than 




too large for some residents to manage during the 


purchasing habits/attitudes and greater 


Systems 1, 2 and 6 for positive social 


■. ■ ■ . 


winter. 


arreptance of using repaired/used items. 


and lifestyle effects as residents learn 




- 3Rs has probably a positive soaal and lifestyle 




the operation of the system and 




effect, people willing to do and learn more, source 


- Jn the longer term, institutions and 


realize the potential for hi^ier waste 




of persona] and community pride. 


comnteicial businesses may develop 


diversion. 




- Variety of lifestyle inconvenientts with all types of 


programs to "buy back" used white goods 






composting. 


in ruponse to residenU' needs. 


' Although a minor effect. System 5 




- Residents may become more aware of HHW and 




offers more direct employment 




white goods management and change purchasing 


• Minor potential direct annual employnient 


opportunities than Systems 1 and 2 




behaviour. 


estimate for the System of 450 jobs or 


(signifkam increase) and System 3 




- Reuse centres may have a positive effect in 


about 0.09% of the Region's 


(moderate increase). 




contributing to the acceptance of using 


cmploymenl. Minor increase in potential 






repaired/second hand items rather than buying new 


direct constniction employment of 475 


- Although a minor effect. Sy^em 5 




products. Increased appeal and household economic 


person years (citimate). 


offers more construction employment 




benefits. May contribute to neighbouitiood 




opportunities than Systems 1-4. 




cohesiveness, through support for communal garage 


- Pntcntial minor direct economic benefits 






sales, flea marfceu, bazaan, etc, 


related to services, and salary and wages 


DisadvaniaKCS 




3Rs Promotion and Education has potentially 


for annual operations and constniction of 






positive effects: encourages changes to conserver 


new facilities. 


System 5 has the greatest potential of 




and waste divereion attitudes; emphasizes reduction. 




all the Systems for lifestyle 


■' . . 


recycling and reuse; and can contribute to lifestyle 


Potential lifestyle inconveniences 


inconveniences (i.e., associated with 




changes. 


(difficult to move in winter, waste 


the wet/dry carts). 






sticking to cart, etc.) for all residents 






- 


associated with the wet/dry caits. 


- Although a minor effect. System 5 
offers fewer direct employment 




' 




opportunities than System 6. 
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B4.5-5 



Critcria/lDdicaUH- 


System ^fet Effects 


System Net EITccts 


Advantages/DisBdvanlages 




by Indicatar 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on 


■ Minor potential direct annual employment estimate 


.-,-.- 


--■.._ 


etnployniMit 


for the System of 450 jobs or about 0.09% of the 


: . ■ • 


, ' 




Region's employment. 


fl 


• 


- 


- Minor increase in potential direct construction 


. 






employment of 475 person years (estimate). 


■ • 


- . ■ 


Potential effect on economic 


• Potential for a minw direiA economic benefit from 


development 


regional spending related to service, and salary and 


• 






wages paid in annual operations and in the 


- 


• 




construction of new facilities. 


■•; 


' ■ 


Potential operational effects 


■ Provision of wet/dry bins and recycling bins in 


on institutions, commercial 


multi-famtly buildings will potentially lead to 






enterprises and industry 


increased costs for landlords and tenants. Tlicre 


.' • ' 






may be a varied of nuisance effects resulting from 




, 


■• 


this program. 








In the long-term institutions and commercial 


■ ■* ' .• 






enterprises may develop progiBms to "buy back" 




'■■ ' ■ , . 


■ 


used white goods. 


■. 
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B4.5-6 



Criteria/Indicator 


Systein Net Effccti 


System Net Effects 


^^^ 

Advantagea/DiMdvantagcs | 




by Indicator 


by Criterioii 


by Criterton || 


Ciltmkmittm6mim«titMCammiBmBii \ 


Distribution of socio- 


Negative distributional effects on local 


Potential positive effect for fiituie 


Advantages 


economic effects on industiy 


communities, population giuups, and industries who 


generations because of mote sustain^le 


■ 


and population groups 


receive a disproportionate share of related nuisance 


use of resources and conservation of the 


Potential for positive social 
distributional effect is greater than 




effects from MRF and wet/di> facility. 


environment for future use/enjoyment. 


• 


- Reuse centres have positive sociid welfare benefit 




that for Systems 1 and 2. as System 5 


1 


effect for lower income groups as more low cost 


' Negative social distributional effects on 


is targeted to all types of residences. 




items are made available and adds a potential 


some communities and populati«i groups 






market for these goods. 


which bear a variety of nuisance and 


Potential for positive effect on future 


'' . ■ ' ■ 




potential health effects for the MRF and 


generations because of high volume 




' . " 


wet/dry facility. 


of waste diverted and conservation of 
the environmoit is greater than that 






■ Potential for minor diffcrettce in lifestyle 


for Systems 1 , 2 and 6. 






effects between high density and low 


■^ ■ * ■■ I ^ J* J* .M. ■■ L * * 1 






density developments in level of service. 


■ Potenual for negauve dtstnbutiwial 


Distribution of lifestyle 


Potential for minor difference in lifestyle effects 




effect from facilities is less than that 


effects 


between high density aiid low density developments 


- Potoitial for negative lifestyle effect on 


of System 6. 


- 


in level of service. 


those who may have difficulty managing 






' Minor lifestyle inconvenience foi those who must 


the 90 gallon cam (e.g.. elderly. 


Disadvantages 


■ 


self-haul. 


disabled). 






- Potoitial for negative lifestyle effect on those who 


- 


. Potential for negative distributional 


-* 


may have difHculty managing the 90 gallon caits 


■ Positive effect from reuse centres for 


effects from facilities due to presence 




(e.g.. elderiy, disabled}. 


lower income groups as more low cost 


of wet/dry facility is greater than that 




- , ' 


items will be available. 


for Systems 1-4. 


■ • 


, 




Potential for negative lifestyle effect 






"■ " ■ 


on the elderly and disabled is the 
greatest of all the Systems. 
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B4.5-7 



Criteria/lBdicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTects 


Advantagcs^sadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential future generation 


• Polentia] positive effect of passing on a healthier 






effects of System 


environment through support for change in 


. • 


• 




behaviour to reduction and reuse. 








' Reuse centres have a positive effect through the 








support for repair and reuse of goods and 






- 


subsequent reduction of resource use. 

Positive effect as the current generation is paying 
the cost for changing to nwre sustainable 


, 






behaviour, which may leave fuWre generations with 




'■ ,," 




a healthier environment and more resources 


- 






available. 




" 
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TABLE B4.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



PedRqriop 

System 6 ■ Rcridwitial Mhed Warte Proceariiw 



Criterui/Indicator 


System Net EfTects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/DinMlvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


>Cki|«rlwl;rN(niiati^BC«'€lBMi^ . '. ] 


Potentia] effects on residcnu 


Potentia) for odour and vermin effects at community 


' Potential displacement of 


Advantages 


■ 


and apanmcnl composting facilities. 


residents and community feahires 




" 


■ Potcniial displacement of residents for the location 


and businesses from location of 


None compared to other Systems. 




of the new MRF. comiminity recycling centres and 


new MRF and MWPC facilities. 


. 




the mixed waste processing and composting facility. 




Disadvantages 




Potoitia] for significant odour effect from Mixed 


Potential health effecU from 




. 


Waste Processing and Composting facility. Virtually 


MWPL facility for employees. 


Potential for displacement of 




all plants in the U.S. have significant odour 


nearby residents and those with 


residents, special/sensitive groups. 




problems that have led to their permanent or 


allergies and immuno- 


community feabjies and businesses 




temporary closure. May be difficult to site. 


deficiencies. 


from the MWPL' facility is greater 




Mitigation measures may have only a limited effect. 




than that pie«licted for Systems IS. 
Potential for significant disruption 




Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 


Mi not disruption effects from 




burning. 


nuisances (e.g., odour, traffic) on 




Potential odour and health concerns and minor 


residents, communities. 


effects (i.e., health concerns and 


• 


nuisance effects such as trafnc. litter, birds, vwmin 


special/sensitive groups. 


nuisances such as odour, U^ffic) from 




and noise associffled with the three centralized 


community features from 


MWPC facility is greater than that 




composing facilities. The effects are likely to be 


facilities. 


predicted for Systems 1-5. 


.. 


masked at the composting sites at the landfills. May 








be reduced with public education and consultation 


Potential significant odour effect 






and proper management of the facility. 


from MWPC facility. 




! 


Potential nuisaiKe effects mch as traffic, litter aix) 




' 


• 


noise from MRFs, community recycling centies and 


Potential negative community 


.' 




drop^jfr depots. Effects dependent on operation. 


stigma effect from facilities, but 




■ ■ ■ ■ . 


type of material, sensitivity and number of people 

near facility. 

Landfill bans may lead to illegal Aimping and 


in particular the MWPC facility. 


• 




burning. 
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B4.6-2 



CriterWlDdicator 


Syrtem Net EITectB 


Systoin Net EfTects 


Advanlages/Disadvanlages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential cffecu on 


Minor occupational safety concerns with drivers and 






special/sensitive giuups 


handlm of HHW. 

Potential for significant nuisance and potential health 


■ ■ 


• ■ 




effects from mixed waste processing and composting 








facility on allergy sufferers, people with immuno- 


1 






deflciencies, etc. 


* 


■ 




Potential employee health/safety concerns at MRFs 


\ ' ] 


■ 




and significant conrems at the MWPC facility. 


( 


. ' ■ . .-: • 




Should be minimized by mitigation. 


. - 






Minor nuisance effects associated with odour and 


- 


. 1 


■ 


physical strain on the elderly and physically 




•■ 




challenged from composting and setting out 








recyclable materials. 




■ . - 


Potential effects on communities 


Landfill bans may lead to illegal dumping and 




burning. 






• 


Minor traffic inconvenience in communities if 
materials arc sorted at the truck 


• 






Potential increase in community pride 








Minor negative community stigma effect on 






community image from illegal dumping 




■ 




Potential signiflcant stigma effect in some 






• 


communities due to the preserKre of a mixed solid 








waste processing and composting facility. 


' 




. 


Potential stigma effect and disruption in some 


. 






communities from presence of the composting 


. 






facilities. MRFs, depots and transfer stations. 


■ 






Magnitude of effect dependant on site location and 




* 


» 


management of the facility. 




- ■ - 




Potential for odour and vermin problems at 








community and apartment composting facilities. 


' 


• 
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B4.6-3 



Critcria/lDdicator 


System Net EITects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea^Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential cfTects on community 


Potential minor nuisance effects on community 






features and businesses 


features and businesses from traffic and hauling. 








Potential for significant odour effect from Mixed 




# 


■: 


Waste Processing and Composting facility. Virtually 




. 


■ 


all plants in the U.S. have significant odour 




, 




problems that have led to their pennanent or 




- 


,*, 


temporary closute. May be difficult to site. 






Mitigation measures may have only a limited effect. 




■ . ■ ■ 




Potential displacement of community features and 


J. 


• 




businesses to locate MRF, community recycling 






. 


centres and the mixed waste processing and 








composting facility. 








Nuisance effects from MRFs. community recycling 






■ ■■ ■" 


centres, tnuisfer stations, depots and the mixed waste 
processing and composting facility include: traffic, 
litter and noise. Magnitude of cfTrcts may be 
minimized by proper siting considerations for new 
















Potential odour and health concerns and minor 








nuisance effects such as irafftc, litter, birds, vermin 




* , ^ 




and noise associated with the three centralized 








composting facilities. The effects arc likely to be 


> 






masked at the composting sites at the landfills. May 








be reduced with public education and consultation 




• 


- 


and prop«^ management of the facility. 




■ 
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B4fr4 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Crteriaa 3 : PotettiM for Bmd Sodil lin{»«x 






Polemial for lifestyle changes 


Most 3Rs programs have a positive social and 


Potential positive social and 


Advantages 




lifestyle effect, people wilting to do and learn more. 


lifestyle effect and increase in 






source of personal and community pride. 


personal and/or community pride. 


Although a minor effect. System 6 




The mixed waste processing component may have a 


Potential for chdngc in purchasing 


offers more direct employment 




negative effect because some people may not 


habits/attitudes and greater 


opportunities than Systems 1-3 




perceive a need to source separate. It may lead to 


acceptance of using repaired/used 


(significant increase) and Systems 4 




counter-productive 3Rs lifestyle changes. 


items. 


and S (low increase). | 




Variety of lifestyle inconveniences with all types of 








composting. 


In the longer tenti, institutions 


System 6 has greater potential to 1 




Residents may become more aware of HHW and 


and commercial businesses may 


increase economic development than 




while goods management and change purchasing 


develop programs to "buy back" 


Systems 1-5. The System should 




behaviour. 


used white goods in response to 


substantially increase the amount of 




Reuse centres have a positive effect may contribute 


residents' needs. 


materials recovered, therefore 




to acceptance of using repaired/second hand items 




improving economies of .scale for 




rather than buying new products. Increased appeal 


Minor potential direct annual 


many recycling industries. 




and household economic benefits. May contribute to 


employment estimate for the 






neighbourhood cohesivencss; through support for 


system of 475 jobs or about 


Disadvantages 




communal garage sales, ftea marlcets, bazaars, etc. 


0.10% of the Region's 




• 


3Rs Promotion and Education has a potentially 


employment. Minor increase in 


Potential for contamination of the 




positive effect: encourages positive changes to 


potential direct construction 


recyclable stream is greater in 


* 


conserver and waste diversion attitudes; emphasizing 


employment of 800 person years 


System 6 than in all the other 


' 


reduction and reuse as well as recycling; and could 


(estimate). 


Systems. 


■ 


lead to a lifestyle change. 








' 


Potential minor direct economic 


System 6 is the least likely of all the 






benefits related to services, and 


Systems to maximize positive 






salary and wages for annual 


lifestyle changes related to 3Rs. 






operations and construction of 






- 


new facilities. 






■ r ■ . 


Potential for negative social and 








lifestyle effect if people do not 








source separate. 
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B4.6-5 



Crilcria/lndicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterioo 


Advantages/Dissdvantaf^ 
by Critcrion 


Potential efTecl on employment 


Minor potenlial direct annual employment estimate 
for the System of 475 jobs or about 0. 1 0% of the 
Region's employment. 

Minor increase in potential direct consiniction 
employment of 800 person years (estimate). 


• 


■ 


Potential erfcct on economic 
development 


Potential for a minor direct economic benefit from 
regional spending related to service, and salary and 
wages paid in annual operaticms and in the 
construction of new facilities. 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercial 
enterprises and industry 


Provision of recycling and composting services in 
multi-family buildings may lead to potentially 
increased costs for tenants and landlords. 
In the long term institutions and commercial 
enterprises may develop programs to "buy back" 
used white giMMls. 
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B4.6^ 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syatcm Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


System Net EfTeds 
by Criterion 


Advantagea/Disadvantages 1 
by Criterion | 


caitKtm^iimm&mtdmmcemmaBmtm - ^^-.^ | 


Diftribution of socio-economic 
effects on industry and population 
groups 


• Potential negative distributional effect due (o 
disproportionate share of impacu on some local 
communities, population groups and industries 
associated with Mixed Waste Processing and 
Composting facility and other facilities. 

' Reuse centres have a positive social welfare effect 
for lower inawne groups as more low cost items are 
made available and adds a potential market for these 
goods, 

Potcniia] positive social distributional effects from 
the inclusion of all types of residences in the 
System. 


Positive effect from reuse centres 
for lower income groups as more 
low cost items wilt be available. 

Negative distributional lifestyle 
and quality of life effect on some 
local communities, population 

MWPC facility. 

Positive social distributional 
effects likely because System is 
targeted to all types of residences. 

Current generation pays cost for 
changing to more sustainable 
behaviour, resulting in a positive 
effect for the future. 

Potential positive effect on future 
generations because of wiser use 
of resources and conservation of 
the environment for ftiture 
use/enjoyment. May be off-set 
due lo mhiction in 3Rs behaviour 
by individuals. 


Advantages 

Potential for positive social 
distributional effect is the greatest of 
all the Systems because System 6 is 
targeted to all types of residences. 

I>isad vantages 

System 6 has the greatest negative 
potential effect on fiiture generations 
of all the Systems, due to the 
potential foi residenu to reduce or 
stop separating material; it has the 
potemial for change to less 
sustainable behaviour. 

Of all the Systems, System 6 has the 
most significant negative 
distributional effects due to facilities. 


Disiribution of lifestyle effects 


Lifestyle inconvenience for those who must self-haul 
garbage. 
■ Minor lifestyle distributional effect between multi- 
family and low density development in level of 3Rs 
service. 
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B4.6-7 



Crileria/lDdiaitor 


System Net EfTccts 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DindvantaKes 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential future generation effecu 


PotcntiaJ positive cfiecl through the wiser use of 






or System 


resources for the use and enjoyment of future 
genefations with current generation paying the cost 
of reclaiming materials. 
Potential negative effect due to potential for 
residents to stop separating material and change to 


. 






less sustainable behaviour. 
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TABLE B5.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



PcriuuH Reijon 

Syrtwn I - RwkteiHfad EriadiiK 



Critcria/ImUcator 


System Net EITecta 


System Net Effects 


Ad vantagcWDiaad vantages 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


ommlm 1 1 JocUkmmMmf 1 


Participaaon in 3Rs 


Panicipolion may be limited by a lack of 


Minor increase in participation with 


Advantages 




oppoitunities for multi-family residents (less 


maintenance or slight increase in 






paiticipation by high rise, high and medium 


posidve altitudes to 3Rs with more 


Residents have greater familiarity 




density multi-family buildings). 


people using backyard cmnposlers and 


with this System. Greater than 




Panicipation in recycling and composting by 


separating out recycl^lcs due to 


Systems 3, 5 and 6 and are likely to 




single families likely to continue at the 1994 


distribution of additional backyard 


continue to accept it. 


• 


me. 


compostcn and promotion /education 




• ■ 


Potential minor increaxc in proportion of 


program. 


Municipalities and retidenu are Kkely 




households participating in leaf and yard 


- 


to continue to acc^ the costs of the 


. 


waste collection. Leaf and yard waste drop- 


' Participation in compcsting activitin is 


System. 




off will not be undertaken by many. 


expected to be voy low for multi- 






Small increase in participation in household 


family residences. 


Disadvantages ' 




composting in low density residential areas. 








Participation in composting in mutli-family 


- Potential future ccHicems about the cost 


■ Least potential to encourage greater 




residences is unknown, but expect low 


and nuisance effects of leaf and yard 


individual action and increase 




participation (Glenn. 1993). 


waste collection and composting. 


participation levels and rales. 


» 


Vermicwnposting likely to have low rates of 








paiticipation. 


• Potential future concerns about the 


For those in multi-family residences. 




Participation in community composting 


acceptability of MRF, transfer stations 


this System offers fewer 3Rs 




expected to be low. 


and depots, depending on locatioa. 


paitictp^on opportunities than 




Residents of municipalities without while 




Systons 2-6. 


' ■ 


goods collection may not be willing/able to 


' Residents willing to pay for subsidized 




" 


drop off white goods. 


backyard coinposters, and may be mote 






^hort term increase in shopping at reuse 


willing to purchase used goods. 


reduction and reuse opportiinities lo 




centres. Longer term demand for used goods 




the same extent as Systems 3-6. 




uncertain. 


- Municipalities appear willing to accept 








costs. 
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B5.I-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EITecIa 


Syatem Net Eflecta 


Ad vantagci/DiiMl vanUges 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Altitudes and perceptions toward 


Attitudes towaid self-hmil and landnil bans 


- 




3Rs activities 


uncertain, but likely not favourable. 

Residential recycling has positive effect by 

maintaining or increasing positive attitudes to 

3Rs. 

General slow growth in positive attitudes to 

household composting. 


• 






Composting facility is likely to become less 
favoufable if odour and health issues are not 


• 






resolved in the near term. 




- 




TrafTk. noiie and litter issues may reduce the 


■, ■ 


' 




acceptability of the MRF, transfer stations and 




■ 




depots, depending on location. 




• 


• 


- 3Rs promotion likely to motivate people to 
participate, e.g., promote changes in shopping 
behaviour for changes in product design 


'■ " . . 




1 


(dui^>le, repairable) and packaging (mtiction 
and recycle). 




: 
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B5.I-3 



CriUrU/IiKUc«ti»^ 


System Net Effects 


Syftetn Net Effects 


Advanlagea/DisMlvaDtagcs 




by Indicator 


by CriterioD 


by Critericm 


Willingness to pay 


Residents and municipalities are witling lo 








pay part of Ihc cost of op»ating the collection 


. 






System. The 2 potent lax increase per 


. 






household ($36) is likely to be acceptable to 


• 




.' 


residents. 








Residents likely to continue lo be witling lo 




■ 




pay one-lhiid the cost of backyard composters 


* 


.- 




and appear willing lo accept municipal 


' 






expenditures for education/promolion. 








Uncertain of acceptance of high«' cost for 


' 


. 




composters or for tliose who have not 








purchased a composler. 








Uncertain of Ihe willingness of landlofxis and 








tenants to pay for recycling bins. 




- 




In the longer tenn, Ihc higher costs of 








locating and operating a composting facility 


. 






may become an issue for some people. 


t ' - 






Some people aie willing to purchase used 


•• 




"■ 


goods. If centres become convenient and 








shopping experiences acceptable, more people 


- 






may be willing lo pay for used items. 
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TABLE B5J2 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REG^NAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Syrtem 2 - R«idttrttol Exirtine/CoiBmitted 



Crilcrii/lDdkator 


Syrtcm Net EfTecti 


System Net Eflecli 


Advaatagea/Diaadvaiiti^ea 




by Indicator 


by Crilcrioo 


by Criterion 


ctmmt^imm mttpMo^ 




■ . .■ ,■ ■..^..: :■ . ■■ ■ '■■ :. ^'' '■'■':■ 




Panicipation in 3Rs System 


Greater participation ihfoughout 


Minor increase in positive 3Rs attitudes 


Advantaites 




residential sector with largest gains 


due to new recycling services in multi- 






in multi-family groups. 


family buildings, increase in household 


' Minor increase in pantcipation because of 


. 


- Participation in backyard composting 


composting, effecU of 


recycling n^uUtions and 




likely to remain constant. 


promotion/education programs and 


promoUon/educauon programs. Greater 
increases than System 1. 


' , • 


Venniconiposting likely to have low 


some increase in the availability of 


* 


rates of participation. 


used goods. 






Short tcnn inoeasc in shopping at 




Residents are familiar with the System and 




reuse centres. Longer tenn demand 


Participation in composting is expected 


are likely to accept it because it does iwi 




for used goods uncertain. 


to be low in multi-family residences. 


involve any radical changes in behaviour. 




Participation in composting in multi- 




Greater familiarity than Systems 2-6. 




family residences is unknown, but 


Potential future concerns about the 






expect low paiticipation. 


acceptability of MRPs, transfer stations 


Municipalities and residents are likdy to 




Participation in community 




accept the cosb of the System. Greater 


- 


composting acavities expected to be 




acceptance of additional tax per household 




low. 


> Generally, municipalities arxJ residents 


than Systems 5 and 6. 


' 


Residents of monicipalities without 


are likely to accept future costs of the 




* 


white goods collection may not be 


System although the costs versus the 


Disadvantaees 


■ 


willing/aUe to drop off white goods. 


benefits of leaf and yard waste 






Potential minor increase in 


collection may be a concern. 


System does not promote 3Rs opportunities 




proportion of households 




and is unlikely to increase participation 




participating in leaf and yard waste 




rates and levels to the same extent as 




collection. Leaf and yard waste drop- 




Systems 3-6. 




off will not be undertaken by many. 


• 




- 






household than System 1 . 
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B5.2-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflects 


System Net Effect! 


AdvantageanNsadTMitaigei 




by Indicmtor 


by Criterion 


by Crilerkm 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


Attitudes toward self-haul uncalain 






activities 


but likely not favourable. 




• 




Positive effect by maintaining or 


* 


- • 




increasing positive attitudes lo 3Rs. 






- 


. General slow growth in positive 








attitudes to household composting. 




, 


' ^ 


• Composting facility is likely to 


.:. 




become lc$s favourable if odour and 






,. 


health issues aic not resolved. 








- TrafTic, noise and litter issues may 


* 






reduce the acceptability of some 








facilities, depending on locMions. 








Reuse centres have positive effect; 


. 






encourages individual and family 




■ 




contribution to improving the 








environment. 


* 






- 3Rs Promotion and Education likdy 








to motivMe some people to 






■ 


participate and source separate 


• 










^ 




shopping behaviour for changes in 


i 


■ 




product design (durable, repairable) 








and packaging (reduction and 




- 




recycle). 
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B5.2-3 



Criteru/lndkator 


System Nrt EfTects 


System Net EfTects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indlcitor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Residents and municipalities axe 
likely willing to pay part of 3Rs 








System costs. The 4 percent increase 


• 






in tax per household ($57) may be 




• 




acceptable to residents. 








A proportion of residents in each 






. 


municipality arc willing to pay one- 


' 


' 




third the cost of backyard 




■ 




accept municipal expendttures for 


• * 






cducation/ptTHTiotion. Uncertain of 


. 






acceptance of higher cost, for 


• 




■ 


compostcre or for those who have 








not purchased a compostcr. 








Uncertain of the willingness of 


^ 






landlords and tenants to pay for bins. 


_. 






In the longer term the higher costs 


• 




* 


of locating and operating a 


* 






composting facility may become an 




• 




issue for some people. 








■ Some people are willing to purchase 


. 


■ 




used goods. 




" 
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TABLE B53 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



PurfaMU Rttion 

Syttem 3 ■ R«idciiti«l Direct Coat 



Crfteria/Iadkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DiaadvantajEcs 1 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion || 


CHMteX:S«talAi9oa|ilrfiUlty.. ;. . | 


Paitictpation in 3Rs 


In the sbofi term, some individuals and ■ 


■ Potential for significant opposition to 


Advanlaices 


. 


groups may oppose and not paiticipate 


direct atst in the short term. 






fully in the Direct Cost System due lo 


Adaptation and participation will 


■ Potential to encourage greater 3Rs 


• - • 


initial opposition, although in the longer 


increase, but it may be too 


participation because Direct Cost 




teim. paiticipation is likely to increase. 


controversial in some municipalities. 


encourages people to change their 


. • 


Levels of paiticipation by individuals 




waste management attitiKles/behaviour 




and munkipalities is uncertain because 


Potential for higher coniaminMion rMes 


by becoming more aware of how much 


' 


of a general h^k of experience in 


in Blue Box and illegal 


and what they throw out. Greater than 




instituting a Direct Cost System in larger 


dumping/burning by households. 


Systems 1 , 2 and 6. 




jurisdictions. Potential for higher 






• 


contaminalion of Blue Box in the short 


Potential difficulty in expanding 


Potentially higher level of use of 




term. 


composting in multi-family units if 


backyard composters than all other 


# 


Increase in paiticipatiofl in recycling and 
in amounu recycled. 




Systems. 




Residents of municipalities without while 


Increase in positive attitudes lo 3Rs due 


Disadvanlajtes 




goods collection may not be willing/able 


to economic incentive for additional 




■ 


to drop-off white goods. 


source scparatitm to reduce garbage. 


■ Potential for Direct Cost Systems to be 






expansion of household composting. 


more controversial in some 




• 


promotion/ education and increased use 


municipalities than Systems I, 2, 4 and 




' 


of reuse centres. 


5. 






■ Residents may not be willing to pay the 


Potential for contamination of Blue 


: 




4 percent increase in taxes per 


Box. Greater than Systems 4, S and 6. 


' ■ 


• 


household. 


' 
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B5-3-2 



CriteriaOndiaiUK- 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagcs/Disadvsntafcs 




by iDdkator 


by Criterimi 


by Criterion 


Participatton in 3Rs 


Vennicomposting likely to have low 


Residents likely to be wilting to pay for 


• ' 




rates of participation. 


subsidized backyard composteis, and 


-J 


. 


Participation in community composting 


may be moie willing to purchase used 


* 




expected to be low. 


goods. 






Participation in backyard composting and 






• 


level of use of compostcr is likely to 


Possible future concerns about the cost 






increase. 


of leaf and yard waste collecticHi and 






Short term increase in shopping at reuse 


composting. 






centies. L4>nger term unoeitain. 








3Rs ptomotion and education have 


Possible public resentment at having to 






positive effect thnNigh increased 
participation in 3Rs activities 


pay directly for garbage collection. 


. 


Attitudes and poiorptions lowaid 3Rs 


Initially, there will be some negative 


activities 


attitudes on the pait of the public to a 
Direct Cost System. It may be viewed 
by the public as an additional "tax" on 
citizens (Proctor and Rcdfem Ltd., 1993; 


' 






Globe and Mail, April 8, 1994). This 








attihjde may change by implementing a 








direct cost system designed specifically 


• 


,_ 




for the Region (Reschovsky and Stone, 


■ , 


' 




1994; Skumatz. 1993; Thivicrgc. 1992). 




- 


. ' 


Public education and consultatitm will be 








important to enhancing positive attitudes. 




- 


• 


After the phase-in period, households are 
likely to realize the benefit of divming 
their waste through lower costs, 

■ In longer tenn, high participating 
households may perceive a distinct 
financial advantage over lower 
participating hogseholds, increasing their 
enthusiasm for the initiative. 

- Attitudes toward self-haul, landfill bans 
and regional recycling legislation 
uncertain, but likely not favourable. 




. 
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B5.3-3 



Criterianindicator 


System Net EfTccts 


System Net Eflects 


Ad vanlafes/Dind vantages 




by IndlcBtor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Altitudes and Perceptions towards 3Rs 


Positive attitude toward recycling in 






Activities 


multi -family buildings likely to be 
enhanced by allowing apartntent 
owners/managers to choose system. 


■ 






' Genera] growth in positive attitudes to 


- 






3Rs supported by household composting. 


, 






Potential for multi-family residents to 








develop negative attitudes towaid 


♦, 






composting if odour, insect and rodent 






■ 


problems and health concents persist. 


■ 






' TrafTic, noise and litter issues may 






• 


reduce the acceptability of some 




•'■ 




facilities, depending on location. 








■ Positive effect; encourages positive 








altitudes and perceptions that the 


. 






individual/family can contribute to 








improving the environment. 








- 3R$ promotion likely to motivate people 








to pafticipaie and could promote change 








in shopping behaviour and demand for 








changes in product design (durable. 


' 






repairable) and packaging (reduction and 


' 






recycle). 
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B5.3-4 



1 Critcria/lMlirator 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTecte 


Mvantmets/Dismdv^nU^es 




by- Indicator 


by Critcrioo 


by Criterion 


Willingness lo pay 


The 4 percent increase in iax per 








household ($70) as a medium impact. 




• 




may reduce the residents' willingness to 


- 






pay for the System. 




■-. 




■ Initial opposition to increased costs of 








collection of garbage if a decrease in 








taxes is not identified. 


• 






Lower income households and larger 


' 


■ . _ 




households may be unable/unwilling lo 


ft 






pay ditcctly for garbage collection. 






, 


' Willingness of tenaitis and landlords to 








pay increased costs is related lo 


. 






recycling and composting is uncertain. 








A proportion of residents in each 








municipality are willing to pay one-third 








the cost of badtyard composters and 


~ 




*- 


appear willing to accept municipal 
expenditures for education/promotion. 


' 




;*. 


Uncertain of acceptance of higher cost 
for composters for those who have not 
purchased a compostcr. 
In the longer term the higher costs of 


■ 






locating and operating a comp<^ng 




' 




facility may become an issue for some 








people. 








Some people are willing to purchase 








used goods. If centres become 




■ 




convenient and shopping experiences 


. 






accepubic, mote people may be willing 






■t 


to pay for used items. 
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TABLE B5.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNIdPALTTY 
SYSTEM 



Syitem A - Expanded Bhie Boi 



Critcria/lAdicator 


Syittni Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Ad vaolage^Disad van Uges 




by ludicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterkm 


■..,:, ,^-ii'^' ■■■■^-i.ii-.i^iMftr^-UlriiiBL' 






C»»mtm t i SoKta iStseiiMm . 


.. ■■:> 




Participation in 3Rs 


• Greater participation throughout 


' Greater participation in 3Rs as 


Advantages 




residential sector with lar|;est gains in 


population grows and more 3Rs 






muki^familjr, lower-income and ethnic 


services arc provided (additional Blue 


Expanded Blue Box System does not 




groups. 


Box materials, composters. 


require a radical altering of 3Rs 






promotion/education). 


Mitudcs and behaviours. F^ple 




waste collection. Drop-ofT will not be 




cumenUy understand, support aitd 




undertaken by many. 


Potential difTiculty in expanding 


participate in all the traditional 




■ Expanded participation household 


composting in multi-family units if 


components (Blue Box. backyard 




composting in low and medium density 


odour and imnct problems occur. 


composters, etc.) of a Blue Box 




midential ueas. 


Vermicomposting unlikely to increase 


System. Greater acceptance than 


■• 


■ Vermicomposting is likely to have low 


absolute numbers of paiticipanu 


Systems 3. 5 and 6. 




rates of participation. 


significantly as only about 14 percent 




- 


Participation in community composting 


of households are multi-family 


The low density resident iai nature and 




is uncertain, but expected to be low. 


households. Proper design of 


homogenous ethnic make-up of 




- Participation in backyard composting 


collection systems and a system of 


Durham are suitable for this System. 




likely to remain at 1994 levels or 


choice for apartment building owners. 


More suitable than Systems 3, S and 6. 




increases a minor amount. 


managers and dwellers will be 








important. 


Tht System is likely to encounter less 
public opposition than System 3 and 6. 




■ 


Uncertain if residents willing to pay the 








S percent increase in household taxes. 


- System is likely to promote greater 




' ■ . ' • . • 


' 


source separation than Systems 5 artd 
6, 
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B5.4-2 



Criteria/ImUailor 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicatar 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantages/Disadvantages 
by Criteriim 


Paiticipation in 3Rs 


Residents may not be willing/abte to 
drop off white goods. 
Shoft tenn growth in shopping at reuse 
centres. Longer tenn unceitain. 
3Rs Promotion and Education has 
potentially positive effect through 
increased patticipation in 3Rs activities 
and changes to lifestyle. 


Municipalities may be willing to 
participate in and rinancially support 
the expanded Blue Box System 
particularly if current subsidies 
continue or there is fiinding as 
recommended in the "Industry 
Packaging Model" (formerly known as 
GPMC model). If provincial or privtfe 
sector subsidies are not provided, 
municipalities may be unwilhng to 
maintain and expand the Blue Box. 

Potential futufc concerns about the cost 
of leaf and yard waste collection and 
composting. 


Disadvaniaees 

The System may tut encourage as 
diligent source separation as System 3. 

' Residents willingness to pay is 
uiiceitain. 


Artitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 
activities 


Attitudes toward self-haul and landfill 
bans uncettain but likely not favourable. 
Positive effect by maintaining or 
increasing positive attitudes to 3Rs. 
General growth in positive attitudes to 
3Rs Buppoited by household composting. 
Potentia] for multi-family residents to 
develop negative attitudes toward 
composting if odour, insect and rodent 
problems and health concerns persist. 
TraTTic, noise and litter may reduce the 
acceptability of some facilities, 
depending on location. 
3Rs promotion likely to motivate people 
to participate and could promote change 
in shop[nng behaviour and demand for 
changes in product design (durable, 
repairable) and packaging (reduction and 
recycle). 
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B5.4-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System NctEITccti 


System Net EfTectB 


Advantifci/DlsMlvMitaKcs 




by IndkaUM- 


by Crlieri«Ni 


by Crilerkm 


Willingness to pay 


In short icnn uncertain ir tenants and 
landlords arc wilting to assume 








additional costs for recycling and 
composting services. 
- Uncertain ir residents will be willing to 

taxes. 






¥ 


■ A proportion of residents in each 
municipality are willing to pay one-thitd 
the cost of backyard co(nposters and 
appear willing to accept municipal 
expervditures for education/promotion. 
Uncertain of acceptance of higher cost, 
for composlers m for those who have 


• 


. 




not purchased a composter. 
- In the longer term the higher costs of 
locating and operating a composting 
facility may become an issue for some 
people. 


f 


■ 




■ Some people are wilting to purchase 


■■^ 






used goods. If centres become 


' 






convenient and shopping experiences 








acceptable, more people may be willing 








to pay for used items. 
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TABLE B5^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS TABLE : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



DurhMn Rction 

Syrtwa $ - Rcridtnlial Wri/Dry 



Criteria/IndicaUir 


Sjratciii Net Effecte 


System Net Eflccti 


Adnntagea/DtoMiTUitacct 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


^igMiilM 1 : 9mM ZtMajftMi 


^ 


' -x; , . ■ '■ ;;.;"" ■ . 


i-W" 


pBfticipition in 3Rs 


We</Dry Systems require high levels of 


- 'Due to limited North American 


Advanlaices 




parttcipalion to prcvenl contamination of wet 


experience with Wet/Dry Systems, it is 




. 


and dry streams. The highest levels of 


difTicult to predict the attitudes and 


' Appean suitable in low density urban 




paiticipatton are most likely in single-family 


levels of participation on the part of 


areas of Durfiam 


« 


residences because of low turnover and greater 


residents. A Wet/Dry System has the 






amount of storage space than multiple-family 


poieiHia] to divert a signiricant quantity 


Disadvaiita£es 




residences. 


of the residential waste stream 


' 


• ■ 


It is difficult to predict the level of 


(approxim^ely 60%). but it requires 


• Greater changes requited in resident 




participation in a Wti/Dry System in Durham. 


diligent source separation on the pail of 


waste management behaviour than for 




It is possible that the Durham region may be 


cttizois. If a high enough level of 


Systems 1, 2, 3 and 4. 




comparable to Guelph which undertook a 


household source separation is not 






wet/diy pilot (62% diversion of the residential 


achieved, the "dry" aixl "wet" streams 


Rural residents are likely to have the 




waste stream). PaiUcipation could be 


could be severely contaminated, leading 


most difficulty participding, comimed 




enhanced through educ^on, pcfsonal contact 


to poor compost quality and extensive 


10 all other Systems. 


' 


and public consultation. 


sorting of dry recyclables. 


Residents may not separate their food 


• 


- 


■ 


waste diligently and may "contaminate" 
the recyclables in the garbage stream. 








Greater potential for improper source 
separation than Systems 1-4. 
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B5.5-2 



CriUria/lndicator 


Sy§tein Net Efleds 


System Net EITectt 


AdvantagN/DiaadvantajEcs 




by indi^UN- 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Panicipation in 3Rs 
(conl'd) 


Current participation in backyard composting is 


Attaining high levels of participation will 


Attaining high levels of participation 


high and is expected to be high in Durban) 


be difricult with the following groups of 


will be difficult with the following 




because of a significant propwtion of single- 


people in Durham: elderly and disabled; 


groups in Durham: elderly and disabled, 




family dwellings. Overall rate of use may 


apartment residents and possibly other 


apartment residents and possibly other 




decline as others acquiring composters later 


multiple-family dwelling residents and 


multiple-family dwelling residents and 




may not be dedicated to its use or those with 


rural residents. Participation could be 


rural residents. Greater difficulty than 




composters sort their waste into the "wet" 


enhanced through high levels of 


Systems 1 . 2. 3 and 4. 




stream. 


education, information provision. 






- Participation in drop-off expected to be low. 


personal contact and public cwisullation. 


The willingness of municipalities and 




Vennicomposting likely to have low rales of 




landlords and tenants to pay the costs 


' 


participation. 


There is likely to be resistance from 


for this System is unktmwn. 




Participation in community composting 


apartment owners and managers because 






expected to be low. 


of potential nuisance effects and cost 


Residents may not be willing to pay the 




[f HHW depot is not convenienu it may lead to 


issues. 


increase in taxes for the System. Greater 




HHW in the wrt or dry streams with potentially 




unwillingness than Systems 1, 2, 3 and 




serious effects on the compost quality (Taylor, 


Hk willingness of municipalities to pay 


4. 


*■■ 


1993). 


the costs of the Wet/Dry System is 




' 


- Municipalities may be hesitant to participle in 


unknown. 


Potmtial for negative attitudes from 




Wet/Dry Sysiems because of compost 




additional odour effects and health 




contaminaticm concerns and potentially higher 


Residents may ttol be wilting to pay the 


concerns. Greater than Systems 1,2,3 




costs associated with sorting the various 


6 percent increase in taxes per 


and 4. 




streams. 


household. 






Short term increase in shopping at reuse 






centres. Longer tenn uncertain. 


- Existing and new compost facilities are 






Rural residents not served by wet/dry collection 


likely to become less favourable if odour 






are not likely to separate wet waste. 


and health issues are not resolved in the 






- Residents of municipalities without white goods 


short term. The addition of increased 






collection may not be willing/able to drop off 


amounts of "wet" waste including meat 






white goods. 


waste from the Wet/Diy System may 




* 


' 3Rs Promotion and Education have likely a 


' ag^vate the effects and lead to mote 






positive effect on participation. 


negative attitudes on the pan of citizens. 
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B55-3 



CriterWlndlcaUH- 


System Net Etttcta 


SyBt«ii Net EfTects AdvanUgcs/Dtadvantages | 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions 


There is no data for a North American wcl/dry 


Region and residents ate likely to 




toward 3Rs activities 


system in medium to high density utfoan areas. 


continue to accept and suppmi 3Rs 


, 




There would Hfcely be significant opposition to 


promotion and education. 






the implementation of a wet/diy system from 






. 


building owners/managers because of potential 


Residents willing to pay up to 1/3 of the 


' 




for vermin, insects, odours, hygiene concerns 


cost for composters. 


1 . 




and potential cost. Acceptance of separation 






• 


into 3 separate bags is unknown (however. 


' Level of acceptance and participation in 


"' 




apartments repiese.nt only about 8 percent of 


multiple-family residences is uncertain 


A- 




Durham dwelling units). 


but likely to he low (low proportion of 






■ Residents, particularly the elderly may not 


households in Durham). 






accept a 3-strcam Wet/Dry System if 








inconveniences such as odour, waste sticking to 


Support, participation and willingness to 






bin. and moving 90 gallon bins in winter are 


pay for leaf and yard waste collection is 


'' 




extensive. 


likely to continue in the short term. In 






■ Existing compost facilities are likely to become 


the long term concerns about the coA 


, 




less favourable if odour and health issues ate 


and benefit may become an issue. 


■ - . 




not resolved in the short term. The addition of 








increased amounts of "wet" waste from the 


- If HHW depot is not convenient it may 






Wet/Dry System may aggravate the problems 


lead to decreased participation and 




1, 


and lead to more negative attitudes. 


potential contamination of wel/diy 


.- .■ ■ 




• Could reduce the pwception of the need/benefit 


streams. 


' 


^ 


to use the backyard composter and to diligently 




' _ ^ 




source separate. 


Reuse centres are supported and viewed 


-■ _ , 




- Traffic, noise and litter issues may reduce the 


as socially and environmentally 






acceptability of some facilities, depending on 


beneficial. 


. 


^ 


location. 








Reuse centres reinforce positive attitudes to 


' ' . 


' 




3Rs., and are seen as socially and 




. 




environmentally beneficial. 


• 




,' 


■ 3Rs Promotion and Education has a potential 


•■ '' * 


* 


. ■ ■ 


positive effect; encourages positive attitudes 






• 


and perceptions that the individual/family can 








contribute to improving the environment. 


» - 






Potential for multi-family residents to develop a 


* 


' 


negative attitude toward composting if nuisance 






crfects are preval«u. 
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B5.5-4 



Crtteiia/IiMUaitiM- 


System Net Effects 


System Net EfTects 


AdvaDtagei/DisMlvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Critci^on 


Wtllingneu to pay 


Building owners/managers may be unwilling to 
provide wet/dry services to tenants due to costs. 








- The 7 percent increase in tax per household 


• 






($108), as a high impact, may reduce the 








residenu' willingness to pay for the System. 






• 


Some may uppose on the basis of the tax 

increase. 
■ The willingness of municipalities to pay the 

costs of the Wct^Dry System are unknown. 

Municipalities may be hesitant to paitictpale in 

Wet/Dry System becuise of potentially higher 

costs. 
• Additional costs of leaf And yard waste 

collection and compostihg are currently 

acceptable to resideids but costs may become 

an issue in the future. 

A pfopoftion of residents in each municipality 

are willing to pay one-third the cost of 


, 


•■ 




backyard composters and appear willing to 




- 




accept municipal expenditures for education and 








promotion. Uncertain of acceptance of higher 


.,, 






costs, for composters or for those who have not 








purchased a composter. 










• 






goods. If centres become convenient and 








shopping experiences acceptable, mote people 








may be wilting to pay for used items. 






^ 






• 




to support 3Rs promotion and education. 


■ 


• 
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TABLE B5.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITV 
SYSTEM 



: Durham Rttjon 

; System 6 ■ Redd«iiti«l Miwd WMte Proccariitt 



Criteria/Indicator 



Sjntem Net Efftcts 
by Indkator 



SyttenNet EITecti 
by Critcriod 



Advantages/DiflMlTantagcs 
by Criterion 



CfMtttaiJi : p j H^ AoollitiMli > 



Participation in 3Rs 



Potentially greater particiFtation throughout 
residential sector with largest gains in multi- 
family, lower socio-economic and ethnic 
groups. 

Some residents arc likely to decide not to 
source separate some or all of their 
tecyclables and food waste knowing that it 
will be tepanted for them at the central 
Mixed Wade Processing and Composting 
facility. 

Mixed waste processing conflicts with a 
philost^y of personal involvement in 3R$; 
some municipalities may not want to be 
involved on that basis. 



Potential negative attitudes from potential 
significant odour effects and potential 
health concenu with the processing and 
composting facility; may reduce 
participation and acceptability; could 
result in restricted use or closure M the 
facility. 

Change in participation in household 
source separation of materials is 
uticeitain. Over time there could be a 
reduction in household participation due 
to provision of separation at the MWPC 
facility. 

Residents likely to be unwilling to pay 
large tax increase per household 

Municipalities may not be willing to pay 
for the construction and/Or operation of 
the mixed waste processing and 
composting facility dite to odour and 
health concerns and may have future 
concerns about the costs versus the ' 
benefits of leaf and yard waste collecticm. 

Mixed waste processing conflicts with a 
philosophy of personal invotvcment in 
3Rs; some individuals/municipalities may 
not want to be involved on that basis. 



Advantages 

' The opportunities for 
individual/community participation in 
composting are greater than Systems 1 and 

2. . • 

Disadvantages 

- Tlie oppottunitics for 
individual/community participation in 
composting arc less than Systems 3, 4 and 

5. 

' Significant odour problems and potential 
health concerns may make the MWPC 
facility unacceptable to the public, 
employees and/or the municipality and 
may re«ilt in restricted use or closure of 
the facility. Greater jjotentiaJ for effect 
than Systems 1-5. 

- System may promote less individual 
participation in 3Rs than Systems 1-5. 

' Residents likely to be unwilling to pay the 
tax increase per household. Greater 
unwillin^Kss than Systems 1-5. 
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B5.6-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System N«l EITects 


System Net EITects 


Advaolages/Disadvanlat^ 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Pailicipalion in 3Rs 


General acceptance of leaf and yard waste 




Municipalities may be unwilling/unable to 


(cont'd) 


collection. Participation in drop-off 




pay the high capital costs for the mixed 




expected to be low. 




waste processing System. Greater 




Vermicomposting has not met with wide 




unwillingness to pay than Systems l-S. 




acceptance and will probably have low rates 








of participation. 




- Some residents may not source separate 




' Participation in community composting is 




their rccyclables and food waste (for 


• 


uncertain, but expected to be low, due to 




household composting) knowing that the 




availability of more convenient option. 




gart>age will be sorted for them at the 




Participation in backyard composting may 




MWPC facility. This could have a 


• 


increase but the level of use of composter 




negative effect on the use of other 




likely to decrease as more convenient option 


-• 


components of the System and decrease 




available. 




support for 3Rs in the long run. 


• 


Short term incrrafe in shopping at reuse 


' 






centm. Longer term uncenatn. 




. Potential for contamination of recyclables; 




- Residents of municipalities without white 




may reduce the usability of the 




goods collection may not be wiilin^ablc to 




rccyclables. Greater potouial for 




drop off white goods. 




contamintfion than Sysicnu 1-5. 
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BS.6-3 



CriterWIndkator 


Syrtera Net Effects 


System Net Effiects 


Advaat^ei/DiaMl vantage! 




by Indicator 


by CriteriMi 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions 


Attitude* towwd self-haul and landfill bans 


\ 


'. - 


towitd 3Ri activities 


unceilain. 




■ 




■ Provision of recycling service to all 




• 




■paitniaits coopenlive housing buildings 




, 




may pfX)vide long term support few 3Rs and 






, 


should increaise positive attitudes to waste 
diversion. In paiticular if apaitment 


■ 


■ 




ownen/managen are able to choose the 




■ . 




system for thdr bmUHag. 


_ 






Potential for multi-family residenU lo 




. 




develop negative attitudes toward 








composting if odour. Insect aitd nxtcnt 


' 






probiems and health concents persist. 








■ Existing facilities ate likely to become less 








favourable if odour and health issues are not 








rescriwd. 








Mixed waste processing and composting 


■* 






facility may lead to negative attitudes and 








perceptions. 




. 




■ TrafTic. noise and litter issues may reduce 








the acceptability of some facilities. 




, 




depeniling on location. 


. 






' Consumer education may promote change in 


■ 


" 




shopping for changes in product design 


• 


- 




(durable, reftairable) and packaging 




* • 


' 


(reduction and recycle). 


■ 










' 




the need for and benefits of 3Rs. May 


- 






motivate people to participate. 
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BS.6-4 



Criteria/Iodkator 


System Net Effects 


SyftcBi Net Effects 


Advantagei/DiHidvaiitagca 




by Iiidk*tor 


by CriterioD 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


' Municipalities may not be willing to 
contribute to the high capital and operating 








costs of the mixed waste processing and 




- 




composting facility. 








The 9.0 percent Increase in tax per 




- 




household ($135), as a high impact, will 


• 






reduce the residents' willingness to pay for 








the System. Residents may be unwilling to 


; 






pay. 








In short term unccilain if tenants and 








landlords arc willing to assume additional 








co^ for recycling and cwnposiing services. 








A propoftion of residents in each 








municipality arc willing to pay onc-thiid the 




- 




cost of backyard composlers and appear 








willing lo accept municipal expoxlitures for 








education/promotion. Uncotain of 




> ^ . , 




acceptance of higher (»st, for composlers or 








for those who have not purchased a 








composter. 




. 




■ Some people are willing to purchase used 




^ 




goods. If centres become convenient and 








shopping experiences acceptable, more 








people may be willing to pay for used items. 


. 


■ 




- Additional costs of leaf and yard waste 








collection and composting arc currently 






' 


acceptable to residents but costs may 








become an issue in the future. 
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TABLE B6.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Mttro Toronto 

Syatem 1 - RtridmHal Eiittiiw 



CriterU/IndkaUM- 


System Net HTecte 


Systeoi Net Effects 


AdvmtafeanNiMivaiitJigcs 




by Indkalor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


OriMrfM 1 : SacW AmpuMliy 


... ■ , ■ yi ■: 




Paiticipation in 3Rs 


Participation it limited by a lack of 


■ Greater participation as pqwlation 


Advantages 


. 


oppoftunities Tor multi-family residents (le«t 


grows, with slight increase in positive 






participation by high rise, hig^ and medium 


3Rs attitudes due to new recycling 


Residents are familiar with the 




density multi-family buildings). This is key for 


services in multi-family buiktings. 


System and are likely to continue to 


-. 


Metro Toronto. 


Increases in household composting. 


accept this System more .than 




' Paiticipation in recycling and composting by 


effects of piomotion/educMion 


Systems 3-«. 


. 


single families likdy to continue at the 1994 


programs and some ir>creue in the 






rate. 


availability of used goods. 


' Municipalities and residenu arc likely 


' 


Potenual minor increase in proportion of 




to be nK»e willing to accept the cosu 


* 


hous^iokls participating in leaf and yard waste 


Goierally, municipalities and 


of this System than System 6. 




collection. Leaf and yard waste drop-off will 


residents are likely to accept fiiture 






not be undertaken by many. 


costs of the System, although the 


Disadvanlaxes 




■ Participation in backyard composting likely to 


costs and the nuisance effects of leaf 






remain constant. 


and yard waste collection and 


This System offers fewer 3Rs 




■ Participation in composting in multi-family 


composting may be concerns. 


participation opportunities than 




residences is unknown, but expect low 




Systems 2-6. 




participation (Gletm, 1993). 


- Participation in composting is 






' Vermicomposting likely to have low rates of 


expected to be very low in multi- 


• System does not promote reduction 




participation. 


family residences. 


and reuse opportunities to the same 




' Participation in community composting 




extent as Systems 3-6. 




expected to be low. 


- PMential future concerns about the 






- Short icriu increase in shopping at reuse 


acceptability of MRFs, transfer 




^ 


centres. Longer term demand for used goods 


stations and depots, depending on 


■-■ 




uncertain. 


location. 




' 


- Residents of municipalities without white goods 








collection may' not be willing/able to drop off 




* 




white goods. 
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B6.1-2 



f 



CriterWIiKUcator 



System N«t EfTecte 
by Indicator 



System Net Ejects 
by Criterion 



Advantagcs/Disad vantages 
by Criterion 



Altitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 
activili^ 



Residential tecycltng has positive effect by 

maintaining or increasing positive attitudes to 

3Rs 

General growth in positive attitudes to 

household composting. 

Minor positive attitiidinal effect lo support 3Rs 

by the provision of other convenient recycling 

options. 

Composting facilities and leaf ani yard waste 

bunkers are hkely to become less favourable if 

odour and health issues are not resolved. 

Traffic, noise and litter issues may reduce the 

acceptability of the MRPs, transfer stations and 

depots, depending on location. 

3Rs promotion likely to motivate people to 

participate and could promote changes in 

shopping behaviour for changes in product 

design (durable, repairable) and packaging 

(reduction and recycle). 
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B6.I-3 



CriteiWIndicalor 


System Net EHects 
•by IndicatMr 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Mw»at»ea/OtMaivmntmgta, 
by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


' Residents and tnunicipalities are willing to pay 
the 2 percent inciease in local taxes. 

' Residents in each municipality are willing to 
pay one-third the cost of backyard conqx»len 
and appear willing to accept municipal 
expenditures for educatimi/prDinotion. 
Uncertain of acceptance of higher cost for 
composlers or for those who have not 
purchased a composter. 
Unceitain of the willingness of landlords and 
tenants to pay for recycling bins. 

' In the longer term, the higher costs of locating 
and operating a composting facility may 
become an issue for some people. 
Some people are willing to purchase used 
goods. If centres hemme convenient and 
shopping experiences acceptable, more |ieo|>le 
may be willing to pay for used items. 


.. ' 
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TABLE B6.2 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro Toronto 



SYrtem 2 - itorfdential Eriatinc^Commttted 



Crileria/lBdkator 


System Net Effectt 


SyaiMi Net Effects 


Adraiitafei/DisMivwiti«a 1 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterloa | 


ctiiwfcw t isoMmmMoi'- , " [..-■\-,' I 


Participation in 3Rs System 


Greater participaiion throughout residential 


Greater participation as population 


Advanlaaes 


■ 


sector with largest gains in multi-famiiy 


grows with slight increase in positive 




' 


groups. 


3Rs altitudes due to increase in 


• Will increase participation, above 


■ ■ 


Putictpation in backyard composting likely 


household composting, increased 


Sy^m 1 levels. 




to remain constant. 


recycling opportunities for single and 






• Vermicomposting likely lo have tow rates of 


multi-family residents, effects of 


■ Residents arc familiar with the 




participation. 


promotion/ education program, and 


System and are likely to accept it 




Short term increase in shopping at reuse 


increase in the availability of used 


becnise it docs not involve any 




centres. Longer tenn demand for used goods 


goods. 


radical changes; greater familiarity 




uncertain. 




than Systems 3-6. 




Participation is limited by a lack of 


The costs/bcnefiU of leaf and yard 




' 


opportunities for multi-family residents. 


waste collection may be a concern. 


' Municipalities and residents are likely 


. '' 


■ Possible minor increase in proportion of 




willing to accept the costs of the 




households participating in leaf and yard 


' Participation in composting is 


System. Greater willii^ness than 




waste collection. I raf and yard wasie drop 


expected lo be low in mulli-family 


System 6. 




off will not be undertaken by many. 


residences. 




■ 


Pailicipation in composting in multi-family 




Disadvantaaes 




residences is unknown, but expect low 


Potential future concerns about the 


- 


* 


paitictpation (Glenn, 1993). 


acceptability of MRFs, transfer 


System does not promote 3Rs 




Participation in community composting 


stations and depots and leaf and yard 


opportunities to the same extent as 




expected lo be low. 


waste bunkers, depending on 


Systems 3-6. 


• 


Residents of municipalities without white 


location. 






goods collection may not be willing to drop 
off white goods. 
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B6.2-2 



Criteria/liidicalor 


System Net Effects 


System Net efTects 


Advantages/I>isadv«nt«(^ 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


' Positive effect by maintaining or increasing 






activities 


positive attitudes to 3Rs. 


. 






General slow growth in positive attitudes to 


. 




' 


household composting. 








Composting facilities are likely lo become 








less favourable if odour and health issues are 








not resolved. 






" 


■ Traffic, noise and litter issues may reduce 








the acceptability of some facilities. 








depending on locations. 








Reuse centres have positive effect; 








encourages individual arxl family can 




• 




contribute to improving the environmenl. 








• 3Rs Promotion and Education likely lo 








motivate some people to participate and 








source separate effectively and promote 








change in shopping behaviour for changes in 








product design (durable, repairable) and 








packaging (reduction and recycle). 
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B6.2-3 



CHteria/lodkalor 


SytUm Net Efliecti 


Syaten Net EfTecU 


Advantagea/DiaadmiUitcs 




bylndkalor 


by Critekn 


by Criterion 


Willingneu to pay 


- ResidenU and municipalities are probably 
willing to pay the 2 percent inaease in local 




•' 


■■' 


' Residents willing to pay one-thiid the cost of 
tjackyard composten and appev willing lo 
accept municipal expenditures for 
education/promotion. Uncertain of 




■ 




act^punce of higher cost for composten or 




" 




for those who have not pufchased a 


^ • . 


f 


- 


composter. 








' Unnrtain of the willingness of landlords mid 




^■- . '' 




tenants to pay for recycling bins. 








in the longer term the higher costs of 




i 




openting composting facilities may become 


' 






an issue for some people. 








Some people are willing to purchase used 




''* . 




goods. 
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TABLE B63 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro Toronto 



Snttm 3 - Rf riilrnrtil Direct Cot 



Criteria/IndicaUH- 


System Net Effect* 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DiaMivantaitea 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


GrfMM i : Sodd AooeiMbiHly 




*■ 


:• ■■ 


Participation in 3Rs 


' In the short terni, some individuals and 


' Potential for significant opposition to 


Advantages 




groups may not participate fully in the 


direct cost in the short term. 






Direct Com System, although in the longer 


Adapttiion and participation will 


Potential to encourage higher 3Rs 




tenn. participation is likely to increase. 


increase but it may be too 


participation than Systems 1 and 2 




■ Any type of Direct Cost System 


controversial in some municipalities. 


because Direct Cost encourages 


- 


implemented in a region where there is a 


' Potential for higher contamination 


people to change their waste 




significant proportion of high-rise buildings 


rates in Blue Box and illegal 


management attitudes/behaviour by 




is likely to meet with mixed success 


dumping/incincralJon by households. 


becoming more aware of how much 


, 


(Skuntatz and Zack. 1993; Krivit and 


' l^mtial difTiculty in expanding 


atKl what they throw out. 




Schmidt. 1992), 


composting in multi-family units if 






Levels of participation by individuals and 


odour and insect problems occur. 


- Cost likely more acceptable to 


• 


municipalities uncertain because of a 


• Increase in positive attitudes to 3Rs 


rcsideitts and municipalities than 


' 


general lack of experience in instituting a 


due to additional source separation to 


System 6. 




Direct Cratt System in larger jutiidictians. 


reduce gaitxage, expan»on of 






Potential for higher cuntamination of Blue 


household composting, promotion/ 


Greater use of backyard compoating. 




Box in the short term. 


education aixl increased use of reuse 


Greater than all other Systems. 


* •■ 


Increase in participation in recycling and in 


centres. 


. 




amounts recycled. 


Residents likely to be willing to pay 


Disadvantaites 




Residents of municipalities without white 


for the System. 




• 


goods collection may not be willing/able to 


' Greater use of backyard composting as 


' Potoitial for Direct Cost Systems to 




drop off goods. 


residents reduce amount of garbage 


be controvCTsial in some or all local 


' 


'" 


placed out for disposal. 


municipalities. Greater than Systems 




" 


Potential future concents about the 


l.2.4andS. 




- 


cost of leaf and yard waste collection. 
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B6.3-2 



CriterWIndkator 


SystHD Net EfTccts 


System Net Effects 


Advanlages/DisadvaBlages 




by Indicator 


by Criteria 


by Criterioo 


Participation in 3Rs 


The ethnic and language diversity of Metro 








would make the implementation of a Direct 








Cost System somewhat more complex and 


■ 


' 




may require a more extended period of time 
to achieve equivaJeni levels of participation 
as more homogenous region. 


. 


• 


,1 


Vcrmicomposting likely to have low rates 




■ '■ ' ' 1 




of participation. 




, 




Participation in community composting 




" 




expected to be low. 




, 




Participation in backyard composting and 








level of use of composter is likely to 


• 




, 


increase. 








' Short tarn increase in shopping at reuse 






• 


centres. Longer term uncertain. 

3Rs Promotion and Education have positive 


■ 


• 




effect through increased participation in 3R$ 




r 




activities. 


• 




ARitudes and peioe|Xions toward 3Rs 


Initially, (here will be some negative 


activities 


attitudes on the part of the public to a 
Direct Cost System. It may be viewed by 




• 


■ • 


the public as an additional "tax" on citizens 








(Proctor and Redfem Ltd., 1993; Globe and 








Mail. April 8, 1994). This attitude may 




■' 




change by implementing a Direct Cost 


- 


"* 




System designed specifically for (he Region 








(Reschovsky and Stone. 1994; Skumatz. 




' 




1993; Thivierge, 1992). Although this may 








be difTicull in Metro because of a high 


. 






proportion of high density housing. Public 








education and consultabon wilt be important 
to enhancing positive attitudes. 
■ In longer term, high participating 
households may perceive a distinct finarKial 


- 


• 




advantage over lower participating 




• 


. 


households, increasing their enthusiasm for 






1 


the initiative. 
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B6,3-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTccto 


System Net EITccta 


Advanlagca/Disadvaatagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterkm 


by Criterioo 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


Positive attitude toward recycling in multi- 






activities 


Tamily buildings likely to be enhanced by 






(cont'd) 


allowing apartment owners/managers to 
choose system. 
• General growth in positive attitudes lo 3Rs 


• 






• supported by household composting. 








' Potential for multi-family residents to 








develop negative attitudes toward 








composting if odour, insect and rodent 








problems and health concerns persist. 








Traffic, noise and litter issues may reduce 






. 


the acceptability of some facilities. 








depending on location. 








- Positive effect; encourages positive altitudes 


• 






and perceptions that Ihc individual/family 








can contribute to improving the 


■ . 






environment. 
' 3Rs promotion liltely to motivate pmple to 
participate and could promote change in 
shopping behaviour and demand for changes 
in product design (durable, repairable) and 








packaging (reduction and recycle). 
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B6.3-4 



Criteria/Iadkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/DindvnitAgcs - 




by Indicator 


by Criterioo 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Local government and residents appear 
willing 10 pay for the System. Residents 
likely wilting to pay 3 percent itKrease in 
household taxes ($34). 
initial apposition to increased costs of 


* 


■ 


* 


collecti(Hi of garbage without notification of 




.^^ , 




tax decrease. 




• 


* 


Lower income households and larger 








households may be unable/unwilling to pay 


- 


■ 




directly for garbage collection. 








After the phase-in period, housdiolds are 




Vi 




likely to realize the benefit of diverting their 


■ 






waste through lower costs. 


* 






Willingness of tenants and landiotds to pay 








increased costs of recycling bins is 




, 


, 


uncertttn. 








A proportion of residents in each 






, ■ 


municipality are willing to pay one-third the 


. 




• 


cos of backyard composters and appear 
willing lo acc^ municipal expenditures foe 
education/promotion. Uncertain of 
acceptance of higher cost for composters for 
those who have not purchased a composter. 
Uncertain of the willinptcss of luidlords 
and tenants to pay for composting fad lilies. 
Municipalities may be less willing to pay 


- 


■. 


. 


the cost of white goods pick up and HHW. 


'■ 


* 


■' 


In the longer term the higher costs of 


_ 






locatin^operating composting facilities may 


" 


, 




become an issue for some people. 






• 


Some people are willing to purchase used 


. 




. 


goods. If centres become convenient and 








shopping experiences acceptable, more 


,, 






people may be willing to pay for used 








items. 1 
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TABLE B6^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Metro Toronta 



SrtUm 4 ' Reridwittei Expandtd Blue Bex 



Criteria/Indicator 


SyMem Net Effects 


SyMem Net Effects 


Advantagta/Diapd vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


;(liiHik«.i ':§mm-*tm9itMmi 




■;'|v ■ -. ■■ 


* 


Puticipation in 3Rs 


' Greaier participation throughout residential 


■ Greato- participation in 3Rs as 


Advantages 




sector with largest gains in multi-fsmily. 


populabon grows and moie 3Rs 




- 


lower-inconK and ethnic groups, fncrcasc 


services arc providod. 


' Participation is expected to be greater 




in partidpalion in recycling and amount 




than Systems 1 and 2. 




and types of malerial recycled. 


Potottial difficulty in expanding 






' General acceptance of leaf and yard waste 


composting in multi-family units if 


Residents are familiar with the 




collection. DropKifT will not be undertaken 


odour and insect problems occur. 


System and are likely to accept it 




by many. 


fVoper design of collectioa systems and 


more than Systems 3, S and 6. 




' Expanded participation in household 


a system of choice for apartment 




- 


composting in low and medium density 


buikling owners, managers and dwellers 


Residents utd muiucipalilies will 




residential areas. 


will be important. 


likely be willing to pay for this 




Vennicompo^ing is likely to have low 




System. Greater willingness to pay 




rates of participation. 


Municipalities iruy be willing to 


than System 6. 




• Participation in cmnmunity composting is 


participate in and financially support 






uncertain, but expected to be low. 


the Expanded Blue Box System. 


Disadvantages 


■ 


■ ParticipBtion in backyard composting likely 








to remain at I95M levels or incnase a 


Potential future concerns about the 






minor amount. 


facilities. 




• 


• Residents may not be willing/able to drop 








off while goods. 




■ 


- 


' Short term growth in shopping at reuse 
centres. Longer term uncertain. 




■ 




• 3Rs Promotion and Educabon has 






J 


potcmiatly positive efTect through increased 
participation in 3Rs activities and changes 
to lifestyle. 




-■ 



metroexp.sa 



B6.4-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflecta 


.System Net EfTects 


Advantafses/Disadvantagts 




by Indicator 


by CiiUtUm 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


• Positive effect by mainuiining or iiKneasing 






activities 


positive ^itudes to 3Rs. 

General growth in positive attitudes to 3Rs 

supported by household composting. 


' 






- Potential for multi-family residents to 




. . 




develop negative attitudes toward 






■ 


composting if odour, insect and rodent 


. 






problems and health concerns persist. 


' 






Traffic, noise and litter may reditce the 




, 




acceptability of some facilities, depending 


- 




■ 


on location. Mitior effect. 








3Rs promotion likely to motivate people to 








participate aixl could promote change in 


■ 


' 




shopping behaviour and demand for 


^ 


. 




changes in product design (dur^lc. 


■ 




• 


recycle). 


• 
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B6.4-3 



Criteria/IfKUcalor 


Syttem Net EffiMTts 


SysUtn Net EfTccts 


Advantagcs/IHsadvantascs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


■ In short iciiii uncertain if lenanls and 
landlords are willing to assume addtlionaJ 






■; 


costs for recycling services. 
■ A proportion of residents in each 

municipality are willing to pay one-third 
the cost of backyard compostcrs and appear 
willing to accept municipal expenditures for 
education/promotion. Uncertain of 
acceptance of higher cost, for composlers 
or for those who have not purchased a 


, 






composter. 


' 




• 


Unceitain of the willin^tess of landlords 


- 






and tenants to pay for high costs of 




• 




composting. Probably unacceptable. 


' 




.• 


In the longer term the higher costs of 


, 






operating composting facilities may become 


. 






an issue f<x some people. 








- Some people are willing to purchase used 








goods. If centres become convenient and 








shopping experiences acceptable, more 








people may be willing to pay for used 






. 


items. 








■ Local government and residents appear 




' 




willing to pay the 3 percent increase in 








household tax. 


• 













metroesp.sa 



TABLE B6^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Criteria/Iitdicator 



Metro Toronto 



Sy»«rm 5 - RMMential WH/Drr 



Syftein Net Effiecti 

by Indicator 



System Net Efliecta 

by Criterion 



Adrantagea/DisMlvaiifaiKO 
by Criterion 



"f,- 



Participation in 3Rs 



1 1 is difficult to predict the kvcl of participation in a 
wet/dry system in Metro. High participation rata 
would probably be difficult in apaitments/high rises. 
Participation could be enhanced through education, 
personal contact and public consultation. Due to the 
demographic and housing context, participation rates 
in Metro would probably be lower than other 
regions in the GTA, 

Due to the ethnic and language diversity of MetiD, 
greater effoits in promotion, consultation and public 
education will be required to attain higher levels of 
participation because of (he changes for wet/dry. 
Wet/Dry Systems require high levels of commitment 
by participaflts to prevent contamination of wet and 
dry streams. The highest levels of participation ate 
most likely in single-family residences because of - 
low turnover and a greater amount of storage space 
than multiple-family residences. 



Due to limited North American experience 
with Wet/Dry Systems, it is difficult to 
predict the attitudes and levd of 
participation on the part of residents. A 
Wet/Dry System has the potential to divert 
a significant quantity of the residential 
waste stream, but it requites diligent source 
s^antion on the pait of citizens, if a high 
cnouf^ level of household source 
separation is not achieved, the "dry" and 
"wel" streams could be severely 
contaminated, leading to poor compost 
quality and extensive sotting of dry 
recyclables. 

Attaining high levels of participation will 
be difficult with the following groups of 
pecq>le in Metro: elderly and disabled, 
apartmeni residents and possibly other 
multiple-family dwellings. PartictfMbon 
could be enhanced through high levels of 
education, information provision, personal 
contact and public consultation. 



Advantages 

- Participation is expected to be 
greater than Systems I and 2. 

- Municipalities and residents will 
likdy be more willing to pay 
for this System then Syston 6. 

■ Less negative attitudes toward 
System than System 6, 

Disadvantages 

A V/et/Dty System in Metro is 
likely to be somewhat 
unsuccessful in high rise areas 
and its acceptance limited in 
areas that will receive catts, but 
have limited backyard space. 
Due to inconveniences 
associated with carts, there may 
be a lack of support for (his 
System. Greater negative 
attitudes ihaii Systems 1, 2 and 
4. 

■ Likely to be more negative 
attitudes to this System than 
Systems 1-4. 



metro wd.sa 



B6.5-2 



Critcria/Indicitar 


Syttcin Net EfTccts 


Systnn NH Effects 


Advantagei/DUMlvaiitatef 




by IndkabN- 


by CrilerfoB 


by Criteri«a 


Participation in 3Rs 


- Vemiicomposting likely to have low rates of 


' Residents will likely be willing to pay 


' Residems may not separBic their 




paitictpation. 


System costs. 


food waste as diligently. 




' Pafticipation in community composting eipccted to 


- There is likely to be resistance from 


particularly in winter and may 




be low. 


apartment ownen and managers because of 


"contaminate" the garbage or 




■ If HHW depot is not convenient, it may lead to 


potential nuisance effects and cost issues. 


recycle streams. 




HHW in the wet or dry streams with potentially 


Existing and new compost facilities are 






serious effects on the compost quality (Taylor, 1993). 


likely to become less favourable if odour 


. Potential for a variety of 




Municipalities may be hesitant to participate in 


and health issues are not resolved in the 


inconveniences which may 




Wet/Dry Systems because of compost contamination 


short term. "Hie addition of increased 


reduce its acceptability. 




concerns and potentially higher cosu assoaated with 


amounts of "wet" waste, including meat 






sorting the various streams. 


waste from the Wet/Dry System, may 


. Acceptability of the System may 




Short term incteasc in shopping at reuse cemres. 


aggravate the effects and lead to more 


be affected by odour, health and 




Longer tenn unccttain. 


negative attitudes on the part of citizens. 


vermin effects from food waste 




Current participation in backyard composting is high. 


■ If HHW depot is not convenient, it may 


composting facilities. Greater 




■Overall rate of use is likely to decline as others 




than System 1 -4. 




acquiring composters later may not be dedicated to 


contamination of wet/dry streams. . 






iu use or those with composters sort thdr waste into 








the "wet" stream. 




• 




• 3Rs Promotion and Education has likdy a positive 








effect on participation. 
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B6.5-3 



Criterla/IiKHcatar 



Systcn Net EfTects 
by Indicator 



System Net EfTccti 
by Criterion 



Advuttagea/Diaadnuitages 
by Criterion 



Anitudes and perceptions 
toward 3Rs activities 



Existing compost facility is likely to become less 
favourable if odour and health issues are not resolved 
in the short tenn. A wet/dry facility may not be 
acceptable untess these problems can be addressed. 
There is no data for a North American Wet/Dry 
System in medium to high density urban areas. Thoe 
would likely be significant opposition to the 
implcmenlaticm of a Wet/Dry System from building 
owners/managers because of potential for vermin, 
insects, odours, hygiene concerns and potential cost. 
Some concerns may be addressed by developing 
various alterrutive systems for large apartments. 
Residents, paitioilarly elderly may not be accepting 
<^ a 3-streain Wet/Dry System, if inconveniences 
such as odour, waste sticking to bin, and moving 90 
gallon bins in winter art extensive. 
Could reduce the perception of the need/benefit to 
use the backyard ctHjqwstcr and to diligently source 
separate. 

Trafric. noise and litter issues may reduce the 
acceptability of some facilities, depending on 
location. 

Reuse centres reinforce pontive attitudes to 3Rs and 
are seen as socially and environmentally beneficial. 
Potential positive effect; encourages positive attitudes 
and perceptions that the individual/family can 
contribute to improvrng the environment. 
Promotion and Education will increase awareness of 
the need for and beneTiU of 3Rs and Wet/Dry. Will 
motivate people to participate. Will educate people 
on how to participate in a constructive fashion. 
Potential for inuld-family resident to develop a 
negative ^tude towanf composting if nuisance 
effects prevalent. 
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B6.S-4 



Criteria/Indicstor 


System Net Eflectt 


System Net EtTectt 


Advantagea/EMaaclvaiitages 




by IndicatJM- 


by Criterion 


by Crilnlon 


Willingness to pay 


(ax increase per household ($45). 
Building ownen/managcn may be unwilling to 
provide wet/diy services to tenants due to costs. 
Municipalities may be hesitant to paiticipiMe in 
Wet/Dry System because of potentially veiy high 




i': 




costs. 


- 






' Additional costs of leaf and yaid waste collection 




■■ 




and composting are currently acceptable to residents 




.r. 




but cosu may become an issue in the fiiUire. 








A inopoftiffii of residents in each municipality are 




' ' ' 




willing to pay one-thiid the cost of backyard 








composters and appear willing to accept municipal 








expenditures for education and promotion. Uncertain 


ft '• 






of acceptance of higher costs, for composters or for 


" 


t 




those who have not purchased a compostcr. 








Some people are willing to purchase used goods. If 


'■ 






centres become convenient and shopping experiences 






- 


acceptable, more pet^le may be willing to pay for 


-> 






used items. 








• The region and residents are likely to continue to 


'■ 


^- 




support 3Rs promotion and education. 
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B6.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS ; SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

Metro Toronto 

Syrtem < - RwMeirtial MlwJ Warte Procewfaig 



1 Critcria/faMUcator 


SjvteiD Net EfTecto 


Syatm Net Effects 


Advantagei^INfadTaiitago 


— ^ , ^a^^^ — 


by Indicator 


by Crilerioa 


by Critcrioa 


P^jcipaticm in 3Rs 


■ Potentially greater participation throughout 


- Significant odour effects and potential 


AdvantaKN 




lesidentia) Krrtor with largest gains in 


health concerns with the proc^sing and 


■ 




multi-family, lower socio-economic and 


composting facility. 


• None compared to other Systems, 


ethnic groups. 








■ Some residents are likely to decide not to 


Change in participation in household 


Disadvantases 




source separate some or all of their 


source separation of materials is 






recyclables artd food waste knowing that it 


uncertain. Over time there coukt be a 


' Likely to be negative altitudes toward 




will be separated for them at the 2 


■eduction in household participation due 


facilities, in particular the two mixed 




centralized Mixed Waste Pmressing and 


to provision of separation at the MWP 


waste processing and composting 
facilities, because of odour, health and 




Composting facilities. 


facility. 




' Mixed watte processing conflicts with a 




nuisance concerns. Negative attitudes 




philosophy of personal involvement in 


Muracipalities and residents arc likely 


are likely to be greater than Systems 




3Rs: some municipalities may not want to 


unwilling to pay for the constniction 


1-5. 




be involved on that basis. 


and/or operation of the mixed waste 






' General acceptance of leaf aixl yard waste 


processing and composting facility due 


Some residents may not source 




collection. Participation in drop-off 


to odour and health concerns and may 


sefuirate their recyclables and food 




expected to be low. 


have fiiture concerns about the 


waste (for household composting) 




' Vermicomposting has not met with wide 


costs/benefiU of leaf and yard waste 


knowing that the garbage will be 




acceptance and will probably have low 


collection. 


sorted for them at the MWP facility. 




rates of participation. 


, 


This could have a negative effect on 




Participation in community composting is 


Mixed waste processing conflicts with a 


the use of other components of the 


' 


uncertain, but expected to be low, due lo 


philosophy of personal involvement in 


System and decrease support for 3Rs 




availability of more convenient option. 


3Rs; some individuals and 


in the long nin. System requires less 




- 


municipalities may not want to be 


individual participation in 3Rs than 


, 


• 


involved on that basts. 


Systems 1-5. 








• Municipalities and residents arc likely 




• 


■ 


to be unwilling lo pay the high capital 
costs for the mixed waste processing 
System. 



metiDmwp.sa 



66.6-2 



CrilerWIndkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Dissdvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Pwicipalicm in 3Rs 


Participation in backyard composting may 






(cont'd) 


increase but level of use of composlcr 








likely to decrease as nxxe convenient 


^, 


■* 




option available. 


. 






Short tenn increase in shopping at reuse 








centres. Longer teiin uncertain. 




. - 




- Residents of municipalities without white 


' 


, ■ ' 


.. 


goods collection may not be willing/able to 








drop off goods. 


' 


' 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3lts 


Provision of recycling service to all 


activities 


apartments over 6 units should provide 
long term support for 3Rs and should 
increase positive attitudes to waste 
diversion, in particular if apartment 






- 


owners/managers are able to choose the 
system for their building. 
■ Potential for multi-family residents to 


, 


* 




develop negative attitudes toward 








composting if odout, insect and rodent 




.- 




problems and health concerns persist. 








• Existing compost facilities are likely to 


. 




• 


become less favourable if odour and health 








issties are not resolved. 


• - 






MiKod waste processing and composting 


. 


* 




facilities may lead to negative attitudes and 








perceptions. 








- 3Rs [Homotion may increase awareness of 








the need for and beneHu of 3Rs. May 


^ 






motivate people to participate. 








■ Consumer education may promote change 


. 






in shipping for changes in product design 








(durable, repairable) and packaging 








(reduction and recycle). 


' _ ■ 






■ Traffic, noise and litter issues may reduce 








the acceptability of some facilities. 


*: _. 




depending on location. 
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B6.6-3 



Criterta/lndkator 


System Net EfrKte 
by Indicatar 


Syitcm Net Eflecte 
by CiiterioD 


Advantagei/DindvaDt^es 
by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Municipalities will likdy mA be willing to 
contribute to the extiemeiy high capital 
and operating costs of the two mixed waste 
processing and composting facilttie*. 

- Residents likely to be unwilling to pay the 

- In shoft tenn uncertain if tenants and 
landlords arc willing to assume additional 
costs for recycling and (»mp(»ting 
services. 

■ A pmpnition of residents in each 
municipaliiy are willing to pay one-third 
the cost of backyard composicrt and 
appear willing to accept municipal 
expenditures for education/promotion. 
Unceitain of acceptaiKe of higher cost, for 
composters or for those who have not 
purchased a composter. 

- Some people are willing to purchase used 
goods. If centres become convenient and 
shopping experiences acceptable, more 
people may be willing to pay for used 
ileiRS. 

Additicmal costs of leaf and yard waste 
collection and composting are currently 
acceptable to residents but costs may 
become an issue in the future. 


i- 


• 
> 
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TABLE B7.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALrrV 
SYSTEM 



YortRcKkwi 

Syrtcm 1 • Rcridcntial Eifatinj 



Criteria/lMlicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvaDtagca/Dindvuitagea 




by ladkator 


by Criterioo 


by Criterioa 


OliliHi* 1 4 iMial A«»|iiiiiiliiy 






Participation in 3Rs 


Pafticipation may be limited by a lack of 


Minor increase in participation with 


Advantaces 




opportunities for multi-family residents (lesi 


maintenance or slight increase in 






participation by high rise, high and medium 


positive auitudcs to 3Rs with more 


Residenu are familiar with die 




density multi-family buildings). 


people using backyard composters 


system and are likely to cofflinue lo 




Participation in recycling and composting by 


and separating out lecyclables due to 


accept it. 




single families likely to continue at the 1994 


distribution of additional backyard 






rate. 


composters and promotion/education 


Municipalities and residents are 




' Potential minor increase in proportion of 


program. 


likely to accept the costs of the 


'"■ 


households participating in leaf and yard 




System. Residents likely more willing 




waste collection. Leaf and yard waste drop- 


Potential future concerns about tbe 


to pay than for all other Systems. 




off will not be undertaken by many. 


cost and nuisance effects of leaf and 






Small increaM in household composting in 


yard waste collection and 


Minor potential increase in 




low density rcsidcnlial areas. 


composting. 


participation rates with increased 




Partici|»ition in composting in multi-family 




levels of promotion/education. 




residences is unknown, but expect low 


■ Potential future concerns about the 






participation (Glenn, 1993). 


»(xepubility of MRFs, transfer 


Disadvantaees 




Vermicomposting likely to have low rates of 


siHlions and depots, depending on 






paiticipaiion. 


location. 


- For those in multi-family residences. 


' 


• Participation in community composting 




this System offers fewer 3Rs 




expected to be low. 


Residents willing to pay for 


participation opportunities than 




Residents of municipalities without white 


subsidired backyard composters, and 


Systems 2-6. 




goods collection may not be willing/able to 


may be more willing to purchase 






diup off white goods. 


used goods. 


- System does not promote reduction 




Short teiin iiKieasc in shopping at reuse 




and mjse opportunities lo the same 


. 


centr«. Longer term demand for used goods 


' Residents and municipalities will 


extent as Sy^ms 3-6. 




uncertain. 


likely be willing to accept costs. 
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B7.I-2 



Criteria/lodioitar 


System N«t Effects 


System Net Eflecti 


Advsntagea/Disadvaotages 




by IiMlicator 


I^Crttcriao 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and percepcions toward 3Rs 


Attitudes toward self-haul and landfill bans 






activities 


uncertain. 

Residential recycling has positive efTect by 








maintaining/incicasing positive 3Rs attitudes. 


1 1 




' General slow growth in positive attitudes to 




. 


■ 


household composting. 




. 




Composting facilities are likely to become 


> 


* 


'■ 


less favourable if odour and health issues arc 






• 


not resolved in the near term. 


■ 






TrafTic, fwise and litter issues may reduce 








the acceptability of (he MRF, transfer 




• 








. 




3Rs promotion likely to motivate people to 








participate, e.g., promote changes in 








shopping behaviour for changes in product 


.. 






design (durable, repairable) and packaging 


■ 






(reduction and recycle). 




■■ 


Willingness to pay 


- The 2% increase iniax per household ($29). 




is a low impact; residents' will likely be 








willingness to pay for the System. 




' 




Residents likely to continue to be willing to 








pay one-third the cost of backyard 






• 


composters and appear wilting to accept 


' 






municipal expendituies for education and 


. 


.•; 




promotion. Uncertain of acceptance of 








higher cost for composters or for those who 






. 


have not purchased a composter. 








Uncertain of the willingness of landlords and 


- 






tenants to pay for recycling bins. 


. 






' SoHK people are willing to purchase used 


• 






goods. If centres become convenient and 








shopping expenences acceptable, uioie 




•■ 


- 


people may be willing to pay for used items. 


i 


• 


^ 


In the longer term, the higher costs of 
locating and oper^ing a composting facility 




*. 




may become an issue for some people. 
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TABLE B7^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



YortRttko 

Svalem 2 - Raridwitiai EifatiBM^Conmiitted 



Criteria/Iiidicator 


System Net Effect! 


Syctem Net Effect! 


Advantagcs/Diawivantagcs 




by Indkalor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CrtiKi— I ; Soeiti^ lirijWiilfcj . : 






'• ■ ■ ■. '■ ' 


Participation in 3Rs System 


- Greater participation throughout residenlia) 


Nfinor increa.tc in participation, with 


Advantages 




sector with largest gains in multi-family 


slight increase in positive 3Rs 






group*. 


attitudes due to new recycling 


Minor increase in participation. 




Pafticipation in backyanJ composting likely 


services in multi-family buildings. 


Greater than Systetn 1. 




to remain cmisiant. 


increases in household composting 






Veiinicomposting likely to have low rates 


arxl some increase in the availability 


Residents are familiar with the System 




of participation. 


of used goods. 


and are likely to accept it because it 




- Short temi increase in shopping at reuse 




does not involve any radical changes. 




centres. Longer term demand for used 


Paiticipation in composting is 


System is more famtltar than Systems 




goods uncertain. 


expected to be very low in multi- 


3, S and 6. 




' Participation in community composting 








expected to be low. 




Municipalities and residents are likely 




Residents of municipalities without white 


Potential concents idXMt the 


to accept the rmts of the System. 




goods collection may not be willing/able to 


acceptability of MRFs. transfer 


More likely than Systems S and 6. 




drop off white goods. 


stations and depots, depending on 






Genenl acceptance of leaf and yaid waste - 


locations. 


System is suitable to low density 




collection: participation levels likely to 




character of Yoik. 




remain constant. Drop off will not be 


The 4% increase in tax per 




. 


undertaken by many. 


household ($44 per hhld). as a 


Disadvantages 




Participtton in composting in multi-family 


medium impact; may reduce the 






residences is unknown, but expected to be 


residents' willingness to pay. 


System docs not promote 3Rs 




low (Glenn. 1993). 


however, municipalities and 


opportunities to the same extent as 






residoits are likely to accept costs of 


Systems 3-6. 






the System. 


, 




V • . , 










Costs and the nuisance effects of 


may reduce midents' willingness to 






leaf and yard waste collection and 


pay. Less willing to pay than System 






composting may be concerns. 


1 
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B7.2-2 



CritcrWlDdkalor 


Sy^tm Net EftKta 
by Indkator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


AdvantagesOlbailvuitagcs 
by Criterion 


Attitudes and peiceptions toward 3Rs 
activities 

4' 


Anitudes toward self-haul and landfill bans 
uncertain. 

Positive effect by maintaining or increasing 
positive attitudes to 3Rs. 
Gmeral growth in positive attitudes to 
household composting. 
' Potential for residents of multi-family 
households to develop negative attitudes to 
composting if odour and insect problems 
occur. 

• Composting facility is likely (o beoime 
less favourable if odour and health issues 
are not resolved in the near tenn. 

• Traflic, noise and litter issues may reduce 
the acceptability of some facilities, 
depending on locations. 

Reuse ccnuies have positive effect; 
encourages individual and family can 
contribute to improving the envircMiment. 
3Rs Promotion and Education will promoie 
change in shopping behaviour for changes 
in product design (durable, lepair^e) and 
packaging (reduction and recycle). 


■ 
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67.2-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advanlsfea/Dlsadvanlates 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


■ The 4% increase in tax per household ($44 
per hhid), as a medium impact, may reduce 
the residents' willingness (o pay Tor the 
System. Residents likely willing to pay fcH- 
the System. 

■ A propoition of residents in each 


V 


- \ -. 




municipality are wiHing to pay one-third 


^' ''■ 






the cost of backyatd composters and appear 


■.. 


, 




willing to accept municipa] expenditures 




. - 


,. 


for education/promotion. Uncertain of 








acceptance of higher cost, for composten 




'■ /i 




or for those who have not purchased a 








composler. 


" ' 


,,. 




- Uncertain of die willingnen of landlords 








and tenants to pay for recycling bins. 

- Municipalities may be less willing to pay 
the cost of white goods pick up. 
in the longer tern the higher costs of 
operating a composting facility may 
become an issue for some peofrfe. 

' Some people are witling to purchase used 
goods. 


■ 


' 
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TABLE B7J 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Yorit Rctlon 

Syrtcm 3 - Rfdilwirtri Plrwrt CoH 



Criterin/Indkator 


Syfteoi Net EfTcdB 


Syttem Net EfTccts 


Advantages/DisMl vantages 




by IitdkatiM- 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


ortii|ifet-ii -mtmrntMrnf 


'V .; <•=',:■■■ .^■'■' / ; ■ 


Participation in 3Rs 


In the short term, some individuals and 


Potential for signiFicant opposition 


Advantages 




groups may oppose and no! participate fully 


to direct cosi in short term. 






in the diiect cost System although, in the 


Adaptation and participation may 


Potential to encourage greyer 3Rs 




longer term, participation is likely to 


increase, but it may be too 


participation beamse Direct Cost 




increase. Potential foe increase in illegal 


controversial in some munidpalilics. 


encourages people to change their 




dumping and burning by households. 




wjBtc management attiiudes/bchaviour 




particularly in rural areas of York Region. 


Potential for contamination of Blue 


by becoming iiioit awaie of how 




Levels of paiticipabon by individuals and 


Box and itl^al dun^Hng/buniing by 


much and what they throw out. 




municipalities is uncertain because of a 


households. 


Greater than all other Systems. 




general lack of experience in instituting a 








Direct Cost System in larger jurisdictions. 


Potential difTiculty in expanding 


Level of use of backyard compostcr 




Potential for contamination of Blue Box in 


composting in multi-family units if 


higher than all other Systems. 


, ■ ■ 


the short term. 


odour and insect problems occur. 






Incirav in participation in recycling and in 




Ditadvantaisn 




amounts recycled. 


Increase in positive attitudes to 3Rs 






Participation in community composting 


due to additional source separation 


- Potential for direct cost Systems to be 




expected to be low. 


to reduce garhagc. expansion of 


controveinal in some municipalities. 




Residents of municipalities without while 


household composting and 


Greater potential than for all other 




goods collection may not be willing/able to 


promotion/ education. 


Systems. 




drop off white goods. 










• Residents likely to be willing to pay 


Residents may be unwilling to pay 




■ ' 


for subsidized backyard composters 


increase in taxes. Possible public 




. 


and may be more willing to 


resentment grealer than Systems 1 and 




. - . " 


purchase used goods. 


2. 




• 


Possible futiire concerns about the 


Potential for contamination of Blue 




• 


cost of leaf and yard waste 


Box. Grealer than Systems 1, 2. 4, 5 






con^NKUng. 


and 6. 
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B7.3-2 



Critcrfai/lDdicator 


System Net EITects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/Diawi vantages 




by Imliaitor 


by Criterkm 


by Criterion 


Paiticipation in 3Rs 


Participation is also likely to be high 


Increase in positive attitudes to 3Rs 






because direct cost is suited to the housing 


due to additional source separation 






context of York Region (high proportion of 


to reduce garbage, expansion of 






single family dwellings). The high degree 


household composting. 






of home ownership suggests a lower 


promotion/educalion and increased 






turnover rate, which may lead to a higher 


use of reuse centres. 


; 




paiticipation rate. 




« 




Vermicomposting likely to have low rates of 


Residents may not be willing to pay 






participation. 


the additional tax increase for the 




. 


' Paiticipation in community composting 


Direct Cost System. 


' 




expected to be low. 








Paiticipation in backyard composbng and 








level of use of composter is likely to 








increase. 


^; ■' 






Short term increase in shopping at rhise 


,v 






centres. Longer term uncertain. 


. ' 






3Rs promotion and education have positive 










., 






activities. 




■• 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


Initially, there will be some negative 


activities 


attitudes on the part of the public to a Direct 








Cost System. It may be viewed by the 




■•■■ .? 




public as an additional "tax" on citizens 








(Proctor and Redfeni lid.. 1993; Globe and 








Mai), April 8, 1994). This attitude may 








change by implementing a Direct Cost 








System designed specifically for the Region 








(Reschovsky and Stone, 1994; Skumatz, 








1993; Thiviergc, 1992). Public education 




"• 




and consultation will be important to 






" 


enhancing positive attihjdes. 






. 


' In longer term, high participating households 
may perceive a distinct financial advantage 


. 


" 


over lower participating households. 






increasing their enthusiasm for the initiative. 
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B7.3-3 



Crilcrk/Indkator 


System Net effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DiaMl vantages 




by ImUcator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and pcrrcptions toward 3Rs 


Attitudes toward self-haul and landfill bans 




' 


activities 


uncetuin. 


. " 






Positive attitude toward recycling in multi- 


^ 


- 




Tamily buildings likely to be enhanced by 








allowing apartment owners/nuuuigen to 








choose system. 






* 


Cirneral growth in positive attitudes to 3R$ 






i * . 


supported by household composting. 


' 






Potential for mutb-family residents to 




., 


, 


develop negative attitudes toward 




' 




composting if odour, insect and rodent 




, 




problems and health concerns persist. 




' 




TrafTic, noise and litter issues may leducc 








ihc acceptability of some facilities. 


V • 


1 , • 




depending on location (Minor effect). 








Encourages positive attitudes and 
perceptions that the individual/family can 
contribute to improving the envtronment 


■ 


- 




3Rs pfomotiof] likdy to motivate people to 








participate and could promote change in 




' 




shopping behaviour and demand for changes 








in product design (durable, repairable) and 


■• 


' 


packaging (reduction and recycle). 


- 


- 
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B7.3^ 



CriterWlndkator 


Syilcni Net ETTccts 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DisadvanlaKcs 




by Indkator 


by Critcrioa 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Lower income households may be 








unabie/un willing to pay directly Tor gaitiitge 








collection. 








Willingness of tenants and landlords to pay 








increased costs related to recycling and 






, 


composting is uncertain. 








A proportion of residents in each 








municipalily are willing to pay one-third the 




' 




cost of backyard composters and appear 








willing to accept municipal expenditures for 








cducalion/promotion. Uncertain of 








acceptance of higher cost for composters for 








those who have not purchased a composter. 








The 5% increase in tax per household ($56 








[Kr hhid). as a medium impact, may reduce 


' 






the residents' willingness to pay for the 








System. Some may oppose on the basis of 








the tax increase. 








Municipalities may be less willing to pay 








the cost of white goods pick up and HHW. 








In the longer term the higher costs o{ 








locating and operating a composting facility 








may become an issue for some people. 








Some people ate willing to purchase used 




• 




goods. If centres become convenient and 




•• 


■' 


shopping experiences acceptable, more 








people may be witling to pay for used items. 








Initial opposition to increased costs of 






' 


collection of garbage without notification of 


.*■ 






tax decrease. 
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TABLE B7.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUFflClPALlTY 
SYSTEM 



YorkRettoo 

Syatem 4 - RfidcDtial Erpaadcd Blue Box 



CriteriaOiMlkator 


Syttem Net EfTectt 


System Net EITecti 


Ainaimtta/Dimdnatmtia 




by lodksUH- 


by Criterion 


by Criterioo 


cmtltmiiSomMBifaimf 




■"^ ■ 


Participation in 3Rs 


Greater panicipation throughout 


Greater participation in 3Rs with more 


Advantages 




residetniaJ sector with largest gaiiu in 


3Rs servic« provided. 




• 


multi-family, lower income and ethnic 




Expanded Blue Box System does not 




groups. Residents and municipalities 


Potential difficulty in expanding 


require a radical altering of 3Rs 




arc familiar with the system 


composting in multi-faitiily units if 


attitudes and behaviours. People 


■ 


components: no radical change in 


odour and insect problems occur. 


currently understand, support and 




behaviour is required. Increase in types 


Proper design of collection systems and 


paiticipale in all the traditional 




of material tecyclcd. 


a system of choice for apamnent 


components (Blue Box, backyard 






building ownen, managers arxl 


composters, etc.) of a Blue Box System. 




waste collection. Drop-ofT will not be 


dwellers will be important. 






undertaken by many. 




Municipalities arc familiar with the 




Expanded participation in household 


The 5% increase in tax per household 


strengths and weaknesses of traditional 




composting in low and medium density 


($57), as a medium impact, may reduce 


Blue Box Systems. 




residential areas. 


the residents* willingness to pay for the 






Veiiiiicomposting is likely to have low 


System. 


The System is likely to encounter less 


' 


rates of pafticipabon. 




public opposition than System 3. 




Participation in commdnity composting 


Potential future concerns about the cost 




. 


is uncertain, but expected to be low. 


of leaf and yard waste collectim and 


Disadvantages 


• 


' Paiticipatiot) in backyard composting 


composing. 






likely to remain at 1994 levels or a 




' A minor disadvantage is that 




minor increase. 




participation in recycling and 




Residents of munictpaltties without 




composting in high density housing is 




white goods collection may not be 




uncertain. 




willing/able to drop off white goods. 


* ♦ 


• 
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B7.4-2 



Criteria/Indioitor 


System Net EfTects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantagca/DisMl vantages 
by Criterion 


Paiticipalion in 3Rs 


Residents may not be willing/able to 
drop off white goods. 
Short tcnn growth in shopping at reuse 
centres. Longer tcnn uncertain. 
■ Potentially positive effect through 
increased participation in 3Rs activities 
and changes to lifestyle. 


' -- 


■» 


1 Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 
activities 


- Attitudes toward self-haul and landnil 
bans uncertain. 

- Positive effect by tnaintaining or 
increasing positive attitudes to 3Rs. 
General grov^ in positive attitudes to 
3Rs supported by household 
composting. 

■ Potential for multi-family residents to 
develop negative attitudes toward 
composting if odour, insect and rodent 
problems and health concerns persist. 

' TrafTic, noise and litter may i educe the 
acceptability of some facilities, 
depending on locatim (minor effect). 
3Rs promotion likely to motivate 
people to participate and could promote 
change in shopping behaviour and 
demand for changes in product design 
(durable, repairable) and packaging 
(reduction and recycle). 
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B7.4-3 



CrilerWlndkaUir 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagei/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by CriterioB 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Thc 5% increase in tax per household 
($S7 per hhid). as a medium impact, 
may reduce the residents' willingness 


' 






to pay for the System. 








In shoft tenn uncettain if tenants and 








landlords arc willing to assume 








additional costs for recycling and 




• ■-■ V 




composting services. 

A proportion of residents in each 




■ 


* . • 


municipality are willing to pay one- 
third the cost of backyard composters 




- " . 


- 


and appear willing to accept municipal 








expenditures for education/promotion. 


. 


* 




Uncertain of acceptance of higher cost. 


' 






for composters or for those who have 








not purchased a composter. 






' 


In the longer term the higher costs of 








operating composting facilities may 








become an issue for some people. 








Some people are willing to purchase 








used goods. If centres become 








convenient and shopping experiences 








acceptable, more people may be willing 




' ' 




to pay for used items. 
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TABLE B7.5 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



York Region 

Syrtem 5 - Reridential Wel/Prv 



Criteria/IiMikator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvanUges/DisndvantaKei 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CiltinMn;X r8(MsiU'.JwO0piMllily 




,■.,.. , : , 


Participation in 3Rs 


Wet/Dry Systems require hi^ levels of 


Due to limited North American 


Advantages 




commilinent by participants to preveiH 


experience with Wet/Dry Systems, it is 






contaminatim of wet and dry stieama. The 


difficult to predict the aitimdes and levels 


A Wet/Dry System would appear to 




highest levels of participation and contamination 


of participation on the part of residents. 


be suitable in urban areas of York 




are most likely in single-family residences 


A Wet/Dry System has the potential to 


Region because of a high proportion 




because of low turnover and greater amount of 


divert a significant quantity of the 


of single family residences, a 




storage space than multiple-family residences. 


residential waste stream (approximatety 


relatively lower percentage of 




Participation rates in York could be quite high 


60%), but il requires diligent source 


elderly people and a low proportion 




because of the relatively low proportion of 


separation on the part of citizens. If a 


of rental units and high rise 




apartntenu and rental units and because York 


high enough level of household source 


apartments. 




Region is not ethnically and linguistically as 


separation is not achieved, the "dry" and 






diverse as Metropolitan Toronto. (Similar to 


"wet" streams could be severely 


Disadvantaxes 




Peel) Participation could be enhanced through 


contaminated, leading to poor compost 






education, personal contact and ptiblic 


quality and extensive sotting of dry 


' To be effective, this System requires 


* 


consultation. 


recyclables. 


a change in resident waste 




There is no data of a North American wet/diy 




management behaviour. Greater 




system in medium lo high density urban areas. 


Due to Ihe high proportion of single 


change required than for Systems I - 




There would likely be signifirant opposition to 


family dwellings, a relatively small 


4. 




the implementation of a wet/dry system from 


proportion of the population that is 






building owners/managers because of potential 


elderiy and limited rental units, a wet/diy 


Rural residents are likely lo have 




for vermin, insects, odours, hygiene concerns 


System in York Region may be feasible. 


difficulty participating. 


,■ 


and potential cost. Some concerns may be 


Participation could be athanced through 






addressed by developing various alternative 


high levels of education, information 




■ 


systems for large apartments. 


provision, personal contact and public 
consultation. 
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B7.5-2 



CritcHa/lBdIcator 


Sjnteoi Net Effects 


SyMem NH Effect! 


Advantagea/DlsMl vantage* 




by Indkator 


by Crf terioo 


by Criterion 


Paiticipation in 3Rs 


Pt>tentially unacceptable for medium to high 


There is likely to be resistance from 


Residents may not separate their 


(oon*l) 


density development. The need to source 


apartment owners and managers because 


food waste diligently, particularly in 




scfwrMe in a ort system may cause significant 


of potential nuisance effects and cost 


winter and may "contaminate" the 




odours in individtial Rfmnments and buildings. 


issues. 


garbage or rccydables stream. 




Raidents, paiticulaily elderly may not accept a 




Greater potential for improper source 




3-stFeam WetflJry System, if inconveniences 


The i% increase in tax per household 


separation than Systems 1-4. 




such as odour, waste sticking lo can, and 


(S83), as a high impact, residents' wilt 






nwving 90 gallon bins in winter are extensive. 


likely be unwilling to pay for the System. 






General acceptance of leaf and yard waste 


Some may oppose on the basis of the tax 


additional odour and health concerns 




coDectkm. Paiticipation in <bt>p-ofr expected to 

be low. 

Vermicomposting likely lo have low rates of 


increase. 


from compostii^ facilities. 




The willingness of municipalities to pay 


The willingness of municipalities, 




participation. Participation in community 


the cosu of the Wet/Dry System are 


landlords and tenants to pay the 




composting expected (o be low. 


unknown. 


coste for this System is unknown. 




Residents of municipalities without white goods 








collection may not be willing/able to drop off 


Existing and new compost facilities are 


Residents will likely be unwilling to 


- 


white goods. 


likely to become less favourable if odour 


pay for the System. Some may 




Greater paiticipation by individuals in pick-up 


and health issues are not nesolved in the 


oppose on the basis of the tax 




services (e.g., white goods and bulky items 


short term. The addition of increased 


increase. Greater unwillingness than 




collection, HHW mobile depots). 


amounts of "wet" waste including meat 


Systems 1-4. 




If HHW depot is not convenient, it may lead to 


waste from the wet/dry System may 






HHW in the wet or dry streams with potentially 


aggravate the effects and lead to mote 


Attaining high levels of participation 




serious cfTccts on the compost quaiity (Taylor, 


ncg^ve attitudes on the fnrt of citizens. 


will be difficull with the following 




1993). 




^oups in York: elderly and disabled 


*' 


■ Municipalities may be hesitant to participate in 


R^on and residents are likely to 


apartment residents arid niral 




Wet/Dry systems because of compost 


continue to accept and support 3Rs 


residoits. Greater difHculty than 


'. 


contamination concerns. 


promotion and education. 


Systems 1-4. 




Short term increase in shopping at reuse centres. 








Longer tenn uncertain. 


Support, participation and willingness lo 






Rural residient no served by Wet/Dry collection 


pay for leaf and yard waste collection is 






are not likely to separate waste. 


likely to continue in the short term. In 






3Rs Promotion and Education has likely a 


the long term concern about the cost and 






positive effect on participation. 


benefit may become an issue. 
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B7.5-3 



Crilcrbi/Indkator 


Syatem Net Effects 
by Indicator 


Syitem Net Effects 
by Crilcrioo 


Advantagei/DtaMlmitagea 
by Criterion 


Participation in 3Rs 
(con't) 


- Current participation in badcyard composting is 
high and is expected to be high in York because 
of a significant proportion of single-family 
dwellings and the rural secton of York (niial 
households likely to compost more easily). 
Overall rate of use is likely to decline as others 
acquiring composters later may not be dedicated 
lo its use or those with composters sort their 
waste into (he "wet" stream. 


Residents willing to pay up to 1/3 of the 
cost for composters. ': 


»■ 
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B7.54 



Criteria/Iiidkalor 


System Net EITects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DisadvatitaSM 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Altitudes and perceptions 


There is no cintn for a North American wet/dry 


Level of acceptance in multiple-family 




toward 3Rs activities 


system in ntodium to high density uiban areas 


residences is uncertain but hkely to be 






or in niral areas. There would likely be some 


low. 






opposition to the implementabon of a wet/dry 








iyUem from building ownen. managers and 


Reuse centres are supported and viewed 






residents because of the potential for vermin, 


as socially and environmentally 






. insects, odours, hygiene conccrm and potential 


beneficial. 


• 




cost. Acceptance of separation into 3 separate 








bags is unknown. 


If HHW depot is not convenient it may 


. 3, 




Residoits, particularly the elderly, may not 


lead to decreased participation and 






ATTf^ a 3-stieam Wet/Dry System if 


possible contamination of wet/diy 


^ 




inconveniences such as odour, waste sticking to 


streams. 






bin, and moving 90 gallon bins in winter are 








extensive. 


' 






Existing compost facilities are likely (o become 


• 


.- 




less favourable if odour and health issues are 




- 


■ '- 


not resolved in the short teiin. A wet/dry 








facility may not be acceptable unless these 

problems can be addressed. 

Could reduce the perception of the nced/bcnefii 








' lo use the backyard compostcr and to diligemly 
source separate. 
TrafTic, noise and litter issues may reduce the 


- 


. 




acceptability of some facilities, depending on 


■■ 




* 


location (minor effect). 


, 


' 




Reuse centres reinforce positive attitudes to 


J 






3Rs, and are viewed as socially and 






, 


environmentally beneficial. 








Potential for muiti-family residenu to develop a 








negative attitude toward composting if nuisance 








effects prevalent. 
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B7.5-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTecte 


SysUm Net Effocts 


Advantacea/IMaMlvanlagea 




by ImUaitor 


by Criterton 


by CriteriOD 


Willingness to pay 


The 7% increase in tax per household ($83), as 








a high impact, residents* will likely be 
unwilling to pay for the System. Some may 
oppose on the basis of the tax increase. 


- 






■ Potential building owners/managers may be 




*' 




unwilling to provide wet/dry services to tenants 






■ . . 


due to costs. 

Municipalities may be hesitant to participate in 

Wet/Diy System because of potentially higher 

costs. 

Additional costs of leaf and yard waste 

collection and composting are currently 


, 






acceptable to residenU but costs may become an 




•• 




issue in the future. 




' '■ ' 




A proportion of residents in each municipality 


,-, 






are willing to pay one-third the cost of backyard 








composters and appear willing to accept 








municipal expenditures for education and 








promotion. Uncertain of acceptance of higher 


i?. " . 




1 


costs, for composters or for those who have not 
purchased a composter. 
Some people are willing to purchase used 
goods. If centres become convenient and 
shopping experiences acceptable, more people 


. ... 






may be wilhng to pay for used items. 


.(i 
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TABLE B7.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUmCIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



York Rcgwi 

Syrtcm 6 - ReriJtnti*] Miitd WMte Proctmiim 



CriltfWIwUcator 


Syat»i Net Effects 


Systctn Net Effecta 


Advaitfagea/DiiMl vantages 




by Indtcator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


OMlrtMi'i i^em AaipiMHy 




':::. ,, , ;. ''n 


•;: . : ■ ■ ■ ■ ,. 


Puticipation in 3Rs 


- Potentially grealcr participation 


PMential negative attitudes from 


Advantaset 




ihmiighDut residenlial sector with largest 


potenoal significant odour effects aixl 






gains in multi-family, lower socio- 


potential health concerns with the 


- The opportunities for individual and 




economic and ethnic groups. 


processing and composting facility; may 


community participation in composting 




- Some residents are likely to drride not 


nrdiice participation and acceptability: 


arc Greater than Systems 1-2. 




to source separate some or all of their 


could result in restricted use or closure 






lecyclables «kI food waste knowing that 


of the facility. 


DisadiwHaKcs 


• 


it will be separated for them al the 








central Mixed Waste Pmc«ssing and 


' Change in paiticipation in household 


' The opportunities for individual and 
community participation in composting 




Composting facility. 


source separation of materials is 




Mixed waste processing conflicts with a 


uncertain. Over time there could be a 


are less than Systems 3, 4 and 5. 




philosophy of personal involvement in 


reduction in household participation due 






3Rs; some municipalities may not want 


to pfDvision of separation at the MWP 


Signiricant odour problems and potential 




to be involved on that basis. 


facility. 


concerns may make the MWPC facility 


.■ 


Gennal acceptance of leaf and yard was 




unacceptable to the public, employees 




te collection. Participation in drop-off 


- Municipalities and residenu may not be 


and/or the municipality and may result in 




expected to be low. 


willing to pay for the construction 


restricted use or-closure of the facility. 




Vcrmicomposting has not met with wide 


and/or operation of the mixed waste 






acceptance atKJ will probi^ly have low 


processing and composting facility due 


System may promote less individual 




rates of participation. 


to odour and health concerns and may 


participation in 3Rs than Systems 1 -5. 




' Participation in community composting 


have ciMicems about the futuie 






is uncertain, but expected to be low, due 


costs/benefits of leaf and yard waste 


Some residents may not source separate 




to availability (^ more convenient 


collection. 


their recyclaNes and food waste (for 




option. 




household composting) knovnng that Che 




Residents of municipalities without 


• Mixed waste processing cnnflicts with a 


garbage will be sorted for them at tlK 




while. goods collection may not be 


philosophy of personal involvement in 


MWPC facility. This could have a 




willing/able to drop ofl^ white goods. 


3Rs; some municipalities may not want 


negative effect on the use of other 






to be involved on that basis. 


components of the System and decrease 
support for 3Rs in the long run. 



yofkmwp.sa 



B7.6-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTccts 


System Net Effects 


AdvantBgea/DisMlvantages 




by Indfeator 


by Criterioa 


byCriterkm 


Participation in 3Rs 


Pacticipatlon in, and level of use of. 


■ Residents likely to be unwilling to pay 


- Municipalities likely to be unwilling to 


(con't) 


backyard composting may increase but 


the large tax increase ( 1 1 %) per 


pay the high capital costs for the mixed 




level of use of composter likely to 


household. 


waste processing System. Greater 




decrease as more convenient option 




unwillingness to pay than for Systems 1- 




available. 




5. 




Short term increase in shopping at reuse 






• 


centres. Longer lerm uncertain. 


', . 


' Residents likely to be unwilling to pay 
the large tax increase (11%) per 
household. Greater unwillingness to pay 




- • 


■ 


than for Systems 1 -S. 

Potential for higher contaminalion of 
recyclables; may reduce the usability of 
the recyclables. Greater potential for 
contamination than Systems 1 -5. 



' yorkmwp.sa 



B7.6-3 



CriteriaandkatiM- 


System Net Effiecto 


System Net Effects 


AdvantMCs/Diaad vantages 




bylndiortor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and paceplions toward 3Rs 


AttitiKlrs toward setf-haul and landfilt 






aclivities 


bans uncettain. 

Provision of recycling service to all 
apanmenU/cooperative housing 
buildings miy provide long tenn support 


' 






for 3Rs and should increase positive 

attitudes to waste diversion. In 

paiticular. if apartment owners/managcra 

are able to choose the system for their 

building. 

Potential for multi'fanuly residents to 




1 




develop rtegative attitudes toward 




. 




composting if odour, insect and lodcnt 


• 






problemi and health concerns persist. 








' Existing compost facility is likely to 


. 






become less favourable if odour and 






'^. . 


health issues are not resolved. 
' Odour and health concerns associated 






* 


with mixed waste pmcessing and 


'. 




i 


composting facility may lead to very 


. 






negative attitudes and perceptions. 


■• 






TrafTic, noise and litter issues may 


=. ■ "■ 






reduce the acceptability of some 


; * 






facilities, depending on location. 


,, 






' 3Rs promotion, may change shopping 


- 


* 


- 


behaviour, product design (durable. 




. 




repairable) and packaging (reduction and 


• 






recycle). 

3Rs promotion may increase awareness 
of the need for and benefits of 3Rs. 
May motivate pec^tc to paiticipalc. 




• 
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B7.6-4 



Criterta/lMlkator 


Systen Net Effects 


System Net EfliKtt 


Mwntmgtamkmirmtatn 




by Imlicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


- Municipalities wil) hkdy not be willing 








to contfitwte to the high capital and 


1 


. 




operating costs of (he mixed waste 


* 




I 


processing and composting facility. 


• 






' Residents likely to be unwilling to pay 


■ 






the 1 1% ($1 36 per hhid) tax increase. 




• 


•■ 


in shott term uncertain if tenants and 








landlords are willing to assume 








additional costs for recycling and 




''' 




composting services. 




• 




' A proportion of residents in each 








municipality are willing to pay one-third 








the cost of backyard composters and 








appear willing to accept municipal 










.. 






Uncertain of acceptaiKe of higher cost. 




■ 




for compostcrs or for those who have 


■ 






not purchased a composler. 








Some people aie wilting to purchase 




, 




used goods. If centres become 








convenient and shopping experiences 
acceptable, more people may be vnlling 
to pay for used items. 


• 






- Additional costs of leaf and yard waste 








collection and composting are currently 








acceptable to residents but costs may 


, 






become an issue in the future. 
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TABLE B8.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Ptd Rerion . 



CriteiiB/Indicator 


Syctem Net Effects 


Systnii Net Effects 


AdvanUges/DisMlvantages U 




by Indicator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterioa | 


GfilitiaBl:Sodal^Afi(i|ittUll^':^ I 


Participation in 3Rs 


Paiticipation may be limited by a lack of 


Potential future concerns about the cost 


Advantages 


; 


opportunities for multi-family residents 


of leaf and yard waste collection and 






(less paiticipaticHi by high rise, high and 


composting. 


Residents are familiar with the system 




medium density multi -family buildings). 




and are likely to continue to accept it. 




- Participation in recycling and 


Residents willing to pay fm subsidized 


Greater familiarity than Systems 3, S 




composting by single fathilies likely to 


backyard composters, and to purchase 


and 6. 




continue at the 1994 r^. 


used goocb. 






- Potential minor increase in pioportion of 




Municipalities and residents arc likely 




households participating in leaf and yard 


Potential fiiture concerns about the 


to continue to accept the costs of the 




waste collection. Leaf and yard waste 


acceptability of MRFs, transfer stations 


system. Greater willingness than 


* ,-. 


drop off will not be undertaken by 


and depots, depending on location. 


Systems 2-6. 




many. 

Participittion in 3Rs in multi-family 


Greater participation with maintenance 


Disadvantaxes 




residences is unknown, tnit expect low 


or slight increase in positive attitudes 






participation (Glenn. 1993). 


to 3Rs with more people using 


For those in multi-family residences. 




- Vermicomposting likely to have low 


backyard composters and scpentting 


this System offers fewer 3Rs 




rates of paittcipadtm. 


out recyclables due to distribution of 


participation opportunities than 




Participation in community composting 


additional backyard composters and 


Systems 3-6, 




expected to be low. 


promotion/education program. 






Participation rates in backyard 




Limited encouragement for greater 


- 


composting is likely to remain constant. 


Residents and municipalities likely 


individual 3Rs action, e.g., reduction 




' Greater pailicipalion by individuals^ in 


willing to pay for the system. 


and reuse. Less than Systems 3-6. 


• 


pick up services (eg, white goods 


. 






collection). Residents of municipalities 




This System does not promote 




without white goods collection may not 








be willing/ablc to drop off white goods. 




the same extent as Systems 3-6. 




Short term increase in shopping at reuse 








centres. Longer term demand for used 


. 






goods uncertain. 




- 



pelcxi.sa 



B8.I-2 



CriterWiBdkator 


System Net ETTecb 


Syston NH ECTects 


Advaiitagean)lsadTaiit«gci 




byladkatm- 


by Criterioa 


by Criteriaa 


Anitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


. Attitudes toward self-haul and landfill 






activities 


bans uncertain. 




, 




Residcniid recycling has positive effect 




• " 




by maintaining or increasing positive 






• 


attitndrs to 3Rs. 








General growth in positive attitudes to 


• . • . 


, 




household composting. 


■• 


.= 




Composting facilities are likely to 


. 




- 


become less favour^le if any odour and 


- • ■ 


i 




health issues are not resolved in the near 


. 






term. As two of the three facilities are 




. - • 


' 


located at the landfill, this is likely to be 


v 






less of an issue. 




. 




- Traffic, noise and litter issues may 




■ " 


■ 


reduce the acceptability of the MRFs. 








transfer stations and depots, depending 




* 




on location. 




. 


, - . 


- 3Rs ptiMnotion incmses awareness of 




■• . '. ' 




the need for and benefiu of 3Rs. Wilt 




* ' ». 




motivate people to participate ai>d 




;■ ' 




promote changes in shi^iping behaviour 


. 


' 




for changes in product design (durable, 
repairable) and packaging (reduction and 




;"'■ 




recycle). 
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B8.1-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflccts 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Residents and municipalities are willing 






, 


to pay the increase in tax per household 


♦ 






of 2.0 percent or 25 dollars. 


,- 






A propoition of residents in each 


^ 






municipality are willing to pay one-thiid 








the cost of backyard composters and 








appear wilting to accept municipal 


, 




expenditures for education/promotion. 








Uncertain of acceptance of higher cost. 








for composters or for those who have 








not purchased a composter. 








Uncertain of the willingness of landlotds 








and tenants to pay for recycling bins. 


4, 






Some people are willing to purchase 








used goods, if centres become 


, 






convenioit and shopping experiences 








acceptable, more people may be willing 








to pay for used items. 
In the longer term, the higher costs of 
locating and operating a composting 
facility may become an issue for some 




t. 




people. 
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TABLE B8^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Pcd Rfrion 

Syrteni 2 - JUridenHal EiJ»tiii«^ConiiiiitiBd 



1 Criteria/ladkstor 


System Net Eflccts 


Syftetn Net EAh^ 


Advantages/DindniDtagcs 


L 


by Indioilor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 






V: .■■.,:. 


'■U.i ■ - . ■■':■■ /''■'•''' ■; ' : 'y ■ ' ■ ■' . -■ ■'■'■ ^■' 


Participation in 3Rt System 


' Gfola- puticipMion iKroughout 


Minor increase in positive 3Rs 


Advaniaw* 


■ 


resktential sector with gains in multi- 


^titudes due lo new lecycling 




• 


famity groups. 


services in multi-family buildings. 


Minor increase in pulicipation because of 




' General acceptance of leaf and yafd 


increase in household composting. 


recycling regulations, additional opportunities and 




waste collection; participation levels 


increased recycling opportunities. 


education and promotion. Greater than System 1 . 




likely to remain constant. Drop-off 


effects of promotion/ education 






will not be undertaken by many. 


pixigrams, and an increase in the 


' Residents are familiar with the System and are 


. 


ExjMHided household coiiipostii^ in 


availability of used goods. 


likely to accept it because it does not involve any 


. 


low and medium density residential 




radical chaises. Greater familiarity than Systems 




areas with addition of 1 2,000 


The costs and nuisance effecu of 


3-6. 


»■ 


composters. 


leaf and yard waste collection and 






Paiticipation in backyard composting 


composting, as well as mutti -family 


- Municipalities and residents may xxxifA the costs 




likely to remain constant. 




of the System, but some residents may resist 




Vcnnicomposting likdy to have low 


concern in the future. 


higher lax per household for System. Greater 




rales of participation. 




willingness lo pay than for Systems 3-6. 




Shod tenn increase in shopping at 


Residents may be less willing to 


: 




reuse centres. Longer tenn demand 


pay the 6 percent increase in 


Disadvantaites 




for used goods uncertain. 


household taxes to pay for the 


■« ■ .• ■ 


- ■- 


7 community recycling centres and 


System (uncertain). 


Syslem docs ikX promote reduction and reuse 




neighbourtiood and mini recycling 




opportunities to the same extent and Systems 3-6. 




depots may increase paitidpation by 








tural households not served by 




- Potentia] inor»$e in piHticipation less than 


' 


collection, and a low proportion of 
other households. 


. " > 


Systems 3, 4 and 5. 




- I^rticipation in composting in multi- 




- Residents may be less willing to pay for the 


- 




' 


. System than for Syslein 1 . 


' 


expected to be low (Glenn, 1993). 




. 




Residents of municipalities without 








white goods collection may not be 








willing/able to drop off while goods. 







pclcom.sa 



Bg.2-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdTintagci/DlsBdvaBt^CS 




by Indicator 


Dy OiilniQD 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 


- Attitudes toward self-haul and 






3Rs activities 


landfill bans unccftain. 
- Positive effect by maintaining or 
increasing positive attitudes to 3Rs. 


. ■ . 


' 




• General growth in positive attitudes 








to household composting. 


\ • 


;i 


- 


• Composting facilities arc likely to 








beconK less favourable if any odour 


,"^- 


. 




and health issues are not resolved in 




f, ■ ; 


• 


the near term. Although this should 








not be a problem where compost 




* 


r( 


sites ate located at landfills. 
- Traffic, noise and litter issues may 
reduce the acceptability of some 




V 


. 


facilities, depending on locatiwis. 


■' 






■ Reuse centres have positive effect; 








encourages individual and famify can 








contribute to improving the 




"■' 




envircHimenl. 








' 3Rs Promotion and Education may 








promote change in shopping 


^ 






behaviour for changes in product 








design (durable, repairable) and 


• 


■*■■■ * 




packaging (reduction and recycle). 




' 



pelcom.sa 



B8.2-3 



Criteria/Indicator 



System Net Effects 
by Indkalor 




System Net fifTects 
by Criterion 



Advaolafei/Disad vantages 
by Criterion 



Willingness to pay 



The 6 percent increase in tax pa 
househotd (S41) as a medium 
impact, is likely to reduce residenu 
willingness to pay for the System. 
Some may oppose on the basis of 
the tax increase. 

A proportion of residents in each 
municipality arc willing to pay one- 
third the cost of backyard 
compostcrs and appear willing to 
accept municipal expenditures for 
education/promotion. Uncertain of 
acceptance of higher cost, for 
composters or for those who have 
not puirhased a composter. 
Uncertain of the wtltin^Kss of 
landlords and tenants to pay for 
recycling bins. 

In the longer term the higher costs 
of locating and operating a 
composting facility may become an 
issue for some people. 
Some people are willing to purchase 
used goods. 



pelcom.sa 



TABLE B8J 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOOAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Fed Region 

Swtem 3 • Reridentlal Dtrcct Cart 



CriterWIadkator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


AdvantagcaWsMlvantaces B 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


Gdlictat:!.! tem^ mtttMUHfr-^ - ' 






.„■ ,■ ■■■,.. ^ , 


Participation in 3Rs 


' In the shoft tenii, some individuals and 


Potential for si^ificanl opposition to 


Advantaites 




groups may oppose and not participate 


direct cost in some municipalities due 






fully in the diiect cost system, although in. 


to the high tax increase per household. 


- Potential to encourage greater 3Rs 




the longer tenn, participation is likely to 


Adaptation and participation will 


participation than Systems 1, 2 and 6 




increase. 


increase, but it may be too 


for 72 percent of households. 


' 


• Any type of direct cost system 


controveniaJ in some municipalities. 




• 


implemented in a region where there is a 




- Encourages people to change their 




significant proportion of high-rise 


- Potential for "contaminants" in Blue 


waste management attitudes/behaviour 




buildings is likely to meet with mixed 


Box. 


by becoming more awaie of how 




success (Skumatz and Zack. 1993; Kn'vit 




much and what they throw out. 




and Schmidt, 1992). In Peel. 


- Direct Cost does not apply to about 28 


Greater than all other systems. 




approximately 28 percent of households 


percent of the households (multi-family 






are multi-family and will not be covered 


dwelhngs) and will not provide an 


' Potentially higher level of use of 


. 


by direct cost. 


incemive for them to participate in 3Rs. 


backyard composters than all other 




Levels of participation by individuals and 




Systems. 




municipalities is uncertain becaiise of a 


- Potential difficulty in expanding 






general lack of experience in inslitudng a 


composting in multi-family units if 


Disadvantaees 


■ , 


Direct Cost system in larger JurisdicticHis. 


odour and insect problems occur. 






Potential for higher contamination pf Blue 




Potential for direct cost systems to be 




Box in (he short lerm. 


■ liKrease in positive altitudes to 3Rs due 


controversial in some local 


- 


Increase in participation in recycling and 


to economic incentive for additional 


municipalities. Greater potential for 




in amounts recycled. 


source separation to reduce garbage. 


controversy than Systems 1, 2, 4 and 


' ' :. 


' R^idents of municipalities without white 


expansion of household composting. 


5. 




goods collection may not be willingf^le 


promotimi/education and increased use 


'' 


" 


to drop off white goods 


of reuse centres. 


■ Potential public resentment m having 


^' * 






to pay a high increase in taxes per 






' Residoits likely to use backyard 


household. Greater than Systems 1 




■ 


composters more to reduce waste and 


and 2. 






disposal costs. 





pcldtr.sa 



B8.3-2 



CriiNWIndkator 


System Net Effects 


Systnn Net Effects 


Adniitagea/DisMivantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Critrrion 


Parlicipalion in 3Rs 


Expanded paiticipation in household 


' Potential fiitinc concerns about the cost 


Potential for contamination of Blue 




composting in low density residential 


of leaf and yatd waste collection and 


Box. Gt«at« than Systems 1. 2 and 4. 




areas. 


composting. 






Vermjcomposting likely to have low rales 




Unlikely to signiflcantly affect high 


- 


oT paiticipation. 


Potential public resentment at having to 


density housing participation in 3Rs. 




' Patticipation in community composting 


pay directly for garbage collection. 


Less participation than System 4. 


:■. 


expected to be low. 






* 


Parlicipalion in backyard composting and 


Potential for some residents to change 


• Gieaier potential for behaviour change 




level of use or compoi^cr is likely to 


behaviour to illegal dumpingfttuming. 


to ili^al dumping/burning by some 




increase is residents reduce gubagc. 




residents than all other Systems. 


■ 


Shofi lenn increase in shopping sA reuse 








centres. Longer term uncertain. 


' 


- 




3Rs Promotion and Education has positive 


' ■■■ 


*, 


« 


effect through increased participation in 








3Rs activities. 






Altitudes and perceptions towaid 3Rs 


Initially, there will be sonte negative 


activities 


attitudes on the pan of the public to a 
direct cost system. It may be viewed by 




■ 


. 


the public as an additional "tax" on 




_ 




citizens (Proctor and Redfem Ltd.. 1993; 




, 




Globe and Marl. Apnl 8. 1994). This 








attitude may change by implementing a 




• 


■ 


direct cost system designed specifically for 




_ 




the Region (Rcschovsky and Stone, 1994: 


*' i."' 






Skumatz. 1993; Thiviergc. 1992). Public 








education and consultation will be 








important to enhancing positive attitudes. 
' In longer tenn. high participating 
households may perceive a distinct 
financial advantage over lower 
participating households, increasing their 
enthusiasm for the initiative. 


• ' 
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B8.3 3 



Criteria/lDdkalor 


Sjvtem Net Effects 


System Ntt EfFecU 


AdvantaiEca/IMndvaiilaitcs 




by Indkator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions towanJ 3Rs 


Attiludes toward self-haul and landfill bans 






activities 


uncmain. 

Positive attitiKle toward recycling in multi- 
family buildings likely to be enhanord by 


• 


- 




allowing apanment owners/managers (o 




: 




choose system. 






" 


General growth in positive attitudes to 3Rs 
supported by household composting. 








Potential for multi-family residents to 








develop negative attitudes toward 








composting if odour, insect and rodent 


' 


. 


• 


problems and health concerns persist. 


■ 






• Traffic, noise and litter issues nwy reduce 




# 




the acceptability of some facilities. 








depending on location. 


. . 






Encourages positive attitudes and 








perceptions that the individual/family can 








contribute to improving the environment. 








3Rs education may promote change in 








shopping behaviour and t^mand foe 








changes in product design (durable. 








repairable) and packaging (reduction aixl 




' 


• - 


recycle). 
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B8.3-4 



Criteriaandfaitar 


SyHem Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/DiaadiraatBges 




by Indkator 


by Criterkm 


by CritertoD 


WillinghcM to pay 


' Initial opposition to incieased costs of 
collection of garbage without notiftnilitHi 
of decrease in taxes. 
Residcftts may be unwilling to pay the 8 




■ - 




percent increase in tax per household 




" 


' 


($129)- 


. 






Lower income households and larger 








households may be unable/unwilling to 




■ • ' . . 




pay dtiectty for garbage collectkMi. 


" 




■ 


' After the phase-in period, households are 


■ 






likely to rcahze the benefit of diverting 


■ 


" ■ _ 




their waste and lower their "out of pocket" 


.-. 


■* 




COSU. 


. " 






• Wi'iringness of tenants sad landlords to 


. 






pay increased costs related to garbage 
disposal, recycling and composting is 
uncertain. 
• A pioporticm of residents in each 
municipality ate willing to pay otw-third 






' • 


the cost of backyard composters and 
appear willing lo accept municipal 




. 




expendituret for education/promotion. 


. 






Uncertain of acceptance of higher cost for 




. 




composters for thme who have tut 


'* 






purchased a composter. 


■ 


,, 


Willingness lo pay 


- In the longer term the higher costs of 


(cont'd) 


locating and operating a composting 
facility may become an issue for some 


- 


* 


"■ 


people. 






^ 


Some people aie willing to purchase used 








goods. If centres hrrome convenient and 








shopping experiences acceptable, mote 








people may be willing lo pay for used 






- 


items. 


1 
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TABLE B8.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Fed Regkin 

Syrtcm 4 - RcgMcatM EnMndcd Blue B<nt 



Criteria/Imlicator 


System Net Effects 


System Ne< Effects 


Ad vantageWDisad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


. OMiriw 1 ; Sodal itoBMUH^ ^ ....,.,.,:;. : 






Participation in 3R» 


- Greater participation throughout 


Greater participation in 3Rs as more 


Advantases 




residential sector with largest gains in 


3Rs services are provided (additional 






multi-family, lower-income and ethnic 


Blue Box materials, composters, 


- Expanded Blue Box System does not 




groups. Increase in types of material 


promotion/education). 


require a radical altering of 3Rs 




recycled. 




attitudes and behaviours. People and 


- 


' Generally acceptable of leaf and yaid 


■ Potential difficulty in expanding 


municipalities currently understand. 




waste collectton. Drop-off will not be 


composting in multi-family units if 


support and participate in alt the 




undeitaken by many. 


odour and insect problems occur. 


traditional components (Blue Box, 




Expanded participation in household 


Proper design of collection systems and 


backyard composters. etc.) of a Blue 




composting in low and medium density 


a system of choice for apartment 


Box System. More familiar than 




residential areas. 


building ownere, managers and dwellers 


Systems 3. 5 and 6. 




' Vermicomposting is likely to have low 


will be important. 




- 


rates of participation. 




. Suitable for low, medium and high 




Participation in community composting is 


Some residents may be unwilling to 


density areas (Peel has 28 percent 




uncertain, but expected to be low. 


pay high percent increase in household 


multi-family houselmlds). More 




- Participation in backyard composting 


taxes for this System. 


suitable than Systems 3 and 5. 




likely to remain at 1994 levels. 








Uncertmn of participation levels of rural 


Municipalities may be willing to 


■ The System would likely encounter 




residents who must self-haul. Community, 


participate in and finandally support 


less public opposition than System 3 




neighbourhood and mini recycling depots 


the expanded Blue Box System. 


and 6, 




provide increased c^>portunities. 










Potential future concerns about the cs^t 


Residents more likely to pay (he high 






of leaf and yatd waste collection and 


tax increase per household than for 






composting. 


Systems 5 and 6. 






Municipalities are familiar with 


System is likely to promote greater 


, 




strengths and weaknesses of the Blue 


source sq»ration than Systems 5 and 






Box System. 


6. 
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B8.4-2 



Crilcria/ImUcatof 


System Net Eflects 
by IndioiUM- 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantages/Disadvantages 
by Criterioa 


Participalion in 3Rs 


- Greater participation by individuals in 
pick-up services (eg. while gcxxls 
collection). 

Short term growth in shopping at reuse 
centres. Longer tcmi unceitain. 
Potentially positive effect through 
increased participation in 3Rs activities 
and changes to lifestyle. 


1 


Disadvantaees 

- Residents may be unwilling to pay 
the high percentage increase in taxes. 
HightT increase than Systems 1 and 
2. . 

This System may not encourage as 
diligent source separation as System 
3. 


Attitudes and percqMions toward 3Rx 
activities 


Attitudes toward self-huil and tandfilt 
bans uncertain. 

Positive effect by maintaining or 
increasing positive attitudes to 3Rs. 

3Rs suppoitod by household composting. 
Potential for tnulti-famity residents to 
develop negative attitudes toward 
composting if odour, insect and rodent 
problems and health concerns persist. 
Traffic, noise atxl litter may reduce the 
acceptability of some facilities, depending 
on location (minor effect). 
Consumer education could promote 
change in shopping behaviour and demand 
for changes in product design (durable, 
repairable) and packaging (reduction and 
recycle). 
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B8.4-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syitein Net Eflects 


System Net Effects 


Advantaeea/Diaadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Willingness to pay 


Residents may be unwilling to pay the 8.0 
percent increase in household tax ($57). 
In short temi uncertain if tenants and 
landlofds are willing to assume additional 
costs for recycling and composting 


,, 


■■- 




services. 




, 




A proportion of residents in each 








municipality are willing to pay one-thifd 


• ».i 






the cost of backyard composten and 








appear willing to accept municipal 








expenditures for education/promotion. 




! 




Uncertain of acceptance of higher co,«, for 








compostefs or for those who have not 




"' " ■" » " 




purchased a composter. 








• In the longer term the higher costs of 






■ '■ 


operating composting facilities may 
become an issue for some people. 
- Some people are willing to purchase used 


5 




* 


goods. If centres become convenient and 
shopping experiences acceptable, more 


'• 






people may. be willing to pay for used 




■ 




items. 
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B8^ 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

red KeCOD • ■ 

System 5 - ReritkntMU Wet/Dry 



Critcria/Indkalor 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net EITecta 
by Critnion 


Advantagct/DindTutagcs 1 
by Criterioa \ 


' iiiiM iimmhmitim 


*^:- ::-■ ^■^- ..:«. } . ,, .- , -.■:■■■.,.- ,.,,::^,v,::,. ..| 


Paiticipation in 3Rs 


ll is difTicuit to predict the levd of participation in 
a wet/dry System in Peel. High participation rates 
may not be feasible in apartments/high rises. 
I^uticipation could be enhanced thixxigh education, 
personal contact and public consultation. 
TheiB is no data on a North American wet/dry 
System in medium to high density urban areas. 
There would likely be opposition to the 
impieinentation of a wetAlry Sy.stem from building 
owners/managers because of potential for vamin, 
insects, odouts, hygiene concerns aird potential 
cost. Some concerns may be addressed by 
developing various alternative Systems for large 
apartments. 

Potentially unacceptable for medium to high 
density developmem. The need to source sepaitfe 
in a bin system may cause signiricant odours in 
individual apartments and buildings. 
Residents, particularly elderly may not accept a 3- 
slrcam Wet/Dry System, if inconvoiicnccs such as 
odour, waste sticking to bin, and moving 90 gallon 
bins in winter art extensive. 
Current participaion in backyard composting is 
high and is expected to be high in Peel because of 
a signiricant proportion of single-family dwellings. 
Overall rate qf use may decline as others acquiring 
corriposters later may not be dedicated to its use or 
those with composters sort their waste into the 
"wet" stream. 


Due to limited North American experience 
with Wet/Dry Systems, it is difficult to 
predict the attitudes and levels of 
participation on the part of residents. A 
Wet/Dry System has the potential to divert 
a significant quantity of the residential 
wa.slr stream (apptvximately 60%), but it 
requires diligent source separation on the 
part of citizens. If a high enough levd of 
household source separation is not 
achieved, the "dry" and "wet" streams 
could be severely contaminated, leading to 
poor compost quality and extensive 
sorting of dry rccyclabies. 

Anaining high levels of partici{»tion will 
be difficult with the following groups of 
people in Peel: elderiy and disabled, 

multiple-family dwellings, and rural 
residents. Participation could be enhanced 
through high levels of education, 
infonnatton provision, personal contact 
and public consultation. 


Advantages 

. Potential .for less contamin^on 
than System 6. 

Disadvantaces 

■ Residents are required to change 

Greater change required tlian for 
Systems 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

Rural residents are' likely to have 
difficulty participating. Greyer 
difficulty than for all other 
Systems. 

- Attaining high levds of 

participation will be difficult with 
the following groups in Peel: 
elderly and disabled; apartmem 
icsidents and possibly other 
multiple-family dwellings (about 
28 percent of households) and mral 
residenu. Greater difficulty than all 
other Systems. 
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B8.5-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


SyMem Net EITcctt 
bylDdkabn- 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


AdvMrtaReaONBMlnntaKta 
by Crileriui 


Puticipation in 3Rs 


■ Participation in drap-ofT expected to be low. 

■ Vermiconiposting likely to have low rates of 
participation. 

- Participation in community composting expected to 
below. 

• If HHW depot is not convenient; it may lead to 
HHW in the wet or dry streams with potentially 
serious effects on the compost quality (Taylor, 
1993). 

• Municipalities may be hesitant to participate in 
Wct/[>> Systems because of compost 
contamination concerns and potentially higher coiits 
associated with sotting the various streams. 

■ Shoft term increase in shopping at reuse centres. 
Longer term uncertain. 

' Rural residents not served by Wet/Dry collection 
are not likely to separate waste. 

- 3Rs Promotion and Education has likely a positive 
effect on participation. 


' There is likely to be resistance from 
apartment owners and managers becaysc 
of potential nuisance effects and costs. 

household ($70) is considered a high 
impact on residents and they are likely to 
be unwilling to pay. 

■ Ute willingness of municipalities to pay 
the coste of the Wet/Dry System is 
unknown. 

• Existing and new compost facilities are 
likely to become less favourable if odour 
and health issues are not resolved in the 
short term. The addition of increased 
amounU of "wet" waste, including meat 
waste from the Wet/Diy System, may 
aggravate the effects and lead to more 
negative attitudes on the part ofciiizens. 


Residents may not separate their 
food waste as diligently, 
particularly in winter. 

' Potential for less source separation 
than Systems 1-4. 

' Potential odour, hedth and vermin 
effects at compostiitg faciliti^ and 
storage facilities in apartment 
buikJings. Greater than Systems 1- 
4. 

. Residents and munidpalilies likely 
unwilling/unable to pay for the 
System. Greater unwillingness than 
Systems 1-4. 
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Critnia/Indkator 



System Net EfTccts 
by Indicator 



Syslcm Net Effects 
by Criterion 



Advantages/DisMlvaiilages 
by Criicrion 




Attitudes and perceptions 
towaid 3Rs activities 



Theie is no data for a North American wet/dry 

Systetn In nKdium to high density urban areas. 

There would likely be opposition to (he 

implementation of a wet/dry System froni building 

owncrs/maiugers because of potential for vennin. 

insects, odours, hygiene concerns and potential cost. 

Acceptance of separation into 3 separate bags is 

unknown. 

Residents, particularly the elderly may rKri accept a 

3-stream Wet/Dry System if incOTiveniences such as 

odour, waste sticking to bin, aixJ moving 90 gallon 

bins in winter are extensive. 

Existing compost facilities are likely to become less 

favourable if odour and health issues are not 

resolved in the short term. Although this may be 

less of an Issue in Peel as two of the composting 

sites arc located at Jaitdfills. A wet/dry facility may 

not be acceptable unless these problems can be 

addressed. 

Could reduce the perception of the need/benefit to 

use the backyard composier and to diligently source 

separate due to opportunity to place more items in 

the garbage stream. 

TrafTic, noise and litter i^ues may reduce the 

acceptability of some facilities, depending on 

location. 

Reuse centres reinforce positive attitudes to 3Rs, 

and arc seen as socially and environmentally 

beneficial. 

Promotion and Education will Increase awareness of 

the need for and benefits of 3Rs and Wet/Dry. 

Will motivate people to participate. Will educate 

people on how to participate in a constructive 

fashion. 

Potential for multi-family residents to develop a 

negative attitude toward composting if nuisance 

effects prevalent. 



Hie Region and residents are likely to 
continue to accept and support 3Rs 
promotion and education. 

Residents are willing to pay up to 1/3 of 
the cost for compostcrs. 

Level of acceptatx:e and participation in 
multiple- family residences is uncertain but 
likely to be low. 

Support, participation and willingness to 
pay for leaf and yatxl waste collection is 
likely to continue in the short term. In the 
long term concerns about the cost and 
benefit may become an issue. 

If HHW depot is riot convenient it may 
lead to decreased participation and 
potential contamination of wet/dry 
streams. 
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B8.5-4 



Critcria/Indtcator 


System Net ESttcts 
by Indioitor 


Syatem Net Effecto 
byCrileriMi 


Advantagci/DitMlvaRlagcs 
by Criterion 


Wiltingness to pay 


' Residents likely unwilling to pay the 10 percent 
incTr-fnr in iax pet household ($70). 
The willingness of municipalities to pay the costs of 
ihe wet/dry System aie unknown. Municipalities 
may be hesitant lo participate in Wei/Dry System 
because of potentially very high costs. 
Building owners/nianagcrs may be unwilling to 
provide wet/dry services to tenants due to costs. 
Additional cosu of leaf and yard waste collection 

but costs may become an issue in the future. 

• A proportion of residents in each municipality are 
willing to pay one-third the cost of backyaid 
composters and appear willing to accept municipal 
expenditures for education and promotion. 
Uncertain of acceptartce of higher costs, for 
composters or for those who have not purchased a 
composter. 

' Some people are willing lo purchase used goods. If 
centres become convenient and shopping 
expenences acceptable, iiiuie people may be willing 
to pay for used items. 

- The region and residents are likely to continue to 
support 3Rs promotion and education. 


-■ 


•. 
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B8.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

Fed Recoil 

Syrtcm 6 - Rcridendal MJicd Waste Proccarini 



Criteria/Indkator 


SyrtCfD Net Effects 


Sytten Net EfTccts 


Advantafea/DindTaiitaees 




by Indkator 


by Criterioo 


by Criterion 


fl^^^^M f * Ate^ -jL^^^^^iu^;, 




' ■:■■,' 


PBfticipation in 3Rt 


Potentially greater panicipation 


- Potential negative attitudes from 


Advantages > 




throughout tesidcntiaJ sector with largest 


potential significant odour effecu and 






gains in multi-family, lower socio- 


potential public and occupational h^th 


- Level of participation in composting 




econoinic and ethnic groups.- 


concerns with the processing and 


will be greater than Systems 1 and 2. 




Some residenij are likely to decide not to 


composting facility: may reduce 






source scfiarate some or all of their 


participation and acceptability of the 


Disadvantages 




recyciables and food waste knowing that 


System. This could mult in Fcstricted 


. ■ 




it will be scpuated for them at the 


use or closure of the facility. 


The opportunities for 




central Mixed Waste Processing and 




individual/community participation in 




Composting facility. 


Change in participation in household 


composting are less than for Systems 3, 




• Mixed waste processing conflicts with a 


source separation of materials is - 


4 and 5. 




philosophy of personal invdvetnent in 


unoettain. Over time there could be a 






3Rs; some municipalities may not want to 


reduction in househcrid participation due 


■ Significant odour probfems and ' 




be involved cm that basis. 


to provision of separtttion at the MWP 


potential health concerns may make the 






facility. 


MWHJ facility unacceptable to the 
public, employees and/or the 






Municipalities and midents are not 


municipality and may result in 






likely to be willing to pay for the 


restricted use or closure of the facility. 




_ 


System due to the high tax increase per 


Potential is greater than Systems 1-3. 


' 


- 


household. 


' Some residents may not source separate 


■ ■ 


• 


- Mixed waste processing conflicts with a 


their rocyclables and food waste (for 






philosophy of personal involvement in 


household composting) knowiitg that 






3Rs; some municipalities may not want 


the gartMge will be sotted for them at 






to be involved on th^ basis. 


the MWP facility. This could have a 


"* 


• ^ 




negative effect on the use of other 




- 




components of the System and decpRase 


*" 


* 


■ 


support for 3Rs in the long nin and 








may lead to increased contamination. 
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B8.6-2 



CrlterU/IndicaUM- 


System Net EfTects 


System Net Effects 


Advantasca/Dfaadvaat^es 




by tudioitor 


by CriUrioo 


by CiiteriMi 


Participation in 3Rs 


General Kceptance of leaf and yard 




Potential for less source separation and 


(cont'd) 


waste collection. Participation in drop- 




increased contamination greater than 




off expected to be low. 




Systems 1-5. 




- Vermicomposting has not met with wide 








acceptance and will probably have low 




Municipalities and residents likely to be 




rates of participation. 




unwilling/umd>lc to pay for the System. 




' Participation in community composting is 


' 


Greater unwillingness than all other 




uncertain, but expected lo be low, due to 




Systems. 




availability of more convenient option. 








' Participation in backyard composting may 




System may promote less individual 




incTea.se but level of use of composter 




participation in 3Rs than Systems 1 -5. 




likely to decrease as more convenient 








option available. 




- 




' Short lerni increase in shopping at mise 








centres. Longer term uncertain. 




' 




' Residents of municipalities without while 


* j _ * 






goods collection may not be willing/abte 








(0 drop off white goods. 
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Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflccts 


System Net EfTccts 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by CriteriiM 


by Criterion 


Attitudes and perceptions toward 3Rs 


Attitudes towaitl self-haul and landfill 






activities 


bans uncotain. 




• 


• 


' Provision of recycling service to all 


- 


• 




a{>aitment5 and cooperative housing 


, 






buildings may provide long tenn support 








for 3Rs and should increase positive 




* 




attitudes to waste diversion. In particular 




-• 


• 


if apartment owners/nianagers are able to 


, 




- 


choose the System for their building. 


. 




■ 


' Pbtentia) for mulli-fainily residents to 


t 






develop negative attitudes toward 




, 


* 


composting if odour, insect and rodent 


., 


, 




problems and health concerns persist. 


' 


i. ^l 




- Existing compost facilities are likely to 


' «. 




- 


becoriK less favourable if odour and 








health issues are not resolved. Although 








this is less likely at the compost sites 




* 




located tf the two landfills. 






• 


Mixed waste processing and composting 




" 




facility may lead to negative attitudes and 




* 




perceptions. 






. 


Potentially poor compost quality may 
reduce favourable attributes to the 


■ 




- 


System. 




. 




' Traffic, noise and litter issues may reduce 




.- 


■• 


the acceptability of some facilities, 

depending on location. 
' 3Rs promotion will increase awareness of 

the need for and btnefits of 3Rs. May 

motivate people to panicipate. 
' Consumer education may promote change 

in shopping for changes in product design 






' 


(durable, repairable) and packaging 




, 




(reduction and recycle). 
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Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflecte 
by Indkator 


Syatem Net EffiKto 
by CrilerfoB 


AdvanUgn/DbMl vantage* 
by Cri^rioa 


Willingness to pay 


• The 18.0 percent increaM in tax per 
household ($137) is considoed a high 
impact on tesidenis and they are not 
likely to be willing to pay this tax 
increase. 

■ Municipalities will likely not be willing , 
to contribute to the high capital and 
operating costs of the mixed waste 
processing and composting facility. 

landlords are willing to assume additional 
costs for recycling and composting 
services. 

' A proportion of rcsidcnu in each 
fnunicipality are willing to pay one-third 
the cost of backyard oompostcrs and 
appear willing to accept municipal 
expenditures for education/promotion. 
Uncertain of acceptance of hi^ier cost, 
for composters or for those who have not 
purchased a composter. 

- Some people are willing to purchase used 
goods. If centres become convenient and 
shopping experiences acceptable, moit 
people may be willing to pay for used 
items. 

' Additional costs of leaf and yard waste 
collection and composting are currently 
acceptable to residents but cosU may 
become an issue in the fiiture. 


;*■ ■ ■ ■' ■ 

,T 


.. . ■■■ 
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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B9.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Greater Toronto Area 



System 1 • IC&I Existim 



Criteria/ImUutor 


System Net EITccts 


System Net EfTects 


Advanteges/Disad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Cmmm I : MflWM iocrt OfiiiiHnwilf '■fii^ii'iti || 


■Potential effects on residents 


' Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 


Potential odour and health concerns 


Advantages i 




litler, and noise, associated with IC&l 


ass()ciated with centralized composting 




composting facilities, public and private 


facilities. 


Fewer potential negative impacts on 


■ 


dry waste processing facilities and depots. 




local residents, special and sensitive 




Effects dependent on operalton, type of 


Potential nuisance effects on residents. 


groups, communities, commumty 


■ 


material, density of surrounding 


community features, businesses and 


features and businesses than Systems 3- 




population and sensitivity of receptor. 


communities associated with dry waste 


6. 




Effects may be reduced witK consultation 


processing facilities, composting 






and proper management. Mitigation to 


facilities and depots. Potential disruption 


Least potential for displacement of alt 




include proper planning, siting and 
design. 


of cultural heritage resources. 


the systems. 




Potential odour effects, health concerns 


Potential exposure of employees at dry 


Disadvantafses 




and minor nuisance effects such as 


waste processing facilities, and in 




' 


trafTiCi litter, birds, vermin and noise 


particular compost facilities, to health 


None compared to other systems. 




associated with centralized and on-site 


aiKl safety hazards. 




i 


composting facilities. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 








management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting aiKJ design. 
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B9.1-2 



CriterWlndkator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Crilerfam 


Advantage^Dimt vantages 
by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 
groups 

• 


Potential for employees at dry waste 
processing facilities, and in particular 
compost facilities, to be exposed to a 
variety of health and safety hazards. 
Effects may be reduced with consultation 
and proper management. Mitigation to 
include proper planning, siting and 
design. 

Potential for health effects on allergy 
sufferers, people with immuno- 
deflciencies, etc. from IC&I composting 
facilities. Effects may be reduced with 
consultation and proper management. 
Mitigation to include proper planning, 
siting and design. 


• 


1 


Potential effects on contmunilies 


Potential stigma effect from private and 
public dry waste processing facilities and 
private compost facilities. Effects may be 
mitigated by proper siting of facilities. 
F^cntial trafric inconveniences in 
communities due to collection vehicles. 
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Criteriii/liMlkator 


System Net EITects 


System Net Etrecta 


AdvanUgca/Disad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on community features 


■ Potential stigma effect on community 








features and businesses fron) facilities. 




* 


. 


Effects may be mitigated by proper siting 




I 




of facilities. 








Potential odour effecu, health concerns 




■ ■ 




and minor nuisance effects such as 




- 




Irafric, litter, birds, vennin and noise 








associated with centralized and on-site 






■ 


composting facilities. Effects may be 


■ :• - ' ■ 






reduced with ccHisultation and propn^ 






' 


management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 
Potential minor nuisance effects on 
community features and businesses at 
some facilities associated with increasing 
flow of materials. Effects may be reduced 


fc 




^ 


with consultation and proper 
management. >litigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 








Potential displacement and disruption of 








cultural heritage resources. Mitigation 


- 






includes facility site assessment aiK) 








protection/conservation. 
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CritorWlndicator 



System Net EfT«rts 
by Indicator 



System Net Effects 
by Criterion 



Ad vanlagca/Disad vantages 
by Criterion 



:emttm^'i»«mM ftv i»Md socm i 


[ikiMol 




; 


Poientia) for lifestyle changes 


PtMential for public recognition to further 
OKOurage IC&l generatot? to oigagc in 
3Rs activities. Public interest in waste 
management and the environment has had 
signiricant effects on corporate (public 
and private) culture. Concems over public 
image, the environment, profltability and 
competitiveness are all key factors in 
developing strategies to deal with 
environmental and waste management 
problems. Many private corporations and 
public institutions have taken signiricant 
steps to manage waste. These steps vary 
from the multinational corporation that 
deals with the problem of waste 
management as part of its long term 
corporate strategy (CoiMinuous 
Improvement of Just in Time programs, 
etc.). to day-to-day operational changes 
for most employees, in many cases these 
changes have been a source of employee 


- Potential positive social and lifestyle 
effect from encouraging managemenl 
and employees to learn about and 
participate more in 3Rs activities. May 
lead to signiricant changes in operations 
and corporate philosophy. 

Potential for very minor direct 
employment and economic development 
opportunities. . 

' Potential for low additional cost to 
businesses, industries and institutions for 
3Rs requirements. 


Advantages . ■ 

System places the least amount of 
waste management regulation on the 
IC&l sector of all the systems. Potential 
cost benefit to individuals, indastries 
and institutions greater than that of 
Systems 2-6. 

Disadvantaites - 

Potential to have the least positive 
effect on lifestyle (corporate culture) 
and IC&l waste management attitudes 
and operations of all the systems. 

Potential for direct employmeni and 

less than that of all other systems. 


Poteniial effect on employment 


' Potential minor direct employment gains 
in ICAl collection, sorting, composting 
and in recycling industries. Magnitude of 
gains is uncertain. 
Potential minor diiect construction 
employntenl gains arc possible for 
construction of facilities. Magnitude of 
gains uncertain. 


.. ' 


* 
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Criteria/Indkator 


System Net Eflccts 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Ad v«ntagea/Diswl vantages 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on economic 
development 


' Potential minor direct economic benefits 
in IC&I collection, sorting, composting 
and in recycling industries. Magnitude, 
of effects is uncertain. 
Potential for Govemment programs such 
as the Ontario Waste Exchange to aid 
industry in lowering costs of capital 
purchases. 


': 


1 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commcreial entcipnses and 
1 industry 


Potential interference on business 
operations from lack of storage space. 
' Potential for low additional cost to 
businesses, industries and institutions for 
3R$ requirements. 
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B9.1-6 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Eflecti 


System Net EtTccts 


1. 1 

Advantagca/Disadvaiitagea 




hy Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


OMMte S t DMdMiM or locWiGBMai BMcAi 


, ... ,, 


■••.■. ,.• . . . ,.., 


Distribution of socio-economic cfTecu 


' Potential for negative distributional effect 


' Potential negative distributional effects ' 


Advantaffcs 


on indmtry and population groups 


on some local communities, population 


from ICAI facilities on a some local 


•■ • 




groups, institutions, industries and 


communities groups, institutions. 


Potential for fewer negative 




businesses located near private 


businesses atxl industries. 


distributional effects from facilities than 


. ' 


composting facilities and public and 


. 


Systems 3-6. 


' 


private diy waste processing facilities, as 


■ Potential for minor positive future 




they may be affected by nuisance effects 


generational effect. 


Potential for negative distributional 




while other residents served by the 




effects from regulation less than for all 




facility are unaffected. Effects may be 


' 


other systems. 






■ 




- 


management. Mitigation to include proper 




Disadvantaiies 




planning, siting and design. 








' Potential for smaller businesses. 


- 


Potential positive effect for future 




institutions and industries (e.g. general 




generations less than for all other 




construction contractors) to be more 




systems. 


, 


signiricantly affected by landfill bans thw 


. 




. 


large ones because of their smal la- 


^ • 


■ 




economics of scale. 


/ ■ 




Distribution of lifestyle effects 


■ No effects noted. 


PotentifU future generation effects of 


' PotexitiaJ for minor positive effect through 


System 


wiser use of resources and conservation 
of the environment for use/enjoyment 


^ - 






through recycling, composting and 




. 




repair/reuse. 




• 




Current generation bears small cost for 


' '* 


^ 




minor change to more sustainable 








behaviour. 


>; 





IC&I.EXl 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE 69.2 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Greater Toronto Area 

System 2 ■ ICai Eristint/Committcd 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EITects 


System Net Effects 


Advanlagca/Disad vantages 




by indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


l«.-,.«-«-.-a— ..^. , 




. 


Potential efrects on residents 


- Potential nuisance effects such as traffic. 


Potential odour and health concents 


Advantajies | 




litter, and noise, associated with increased 


associated with centralized and on-site 




flow of materials through IC&I centralise 


composting facilities. 


' System 2 has fewer negative impacts on 




and on-site composting facilities, public 




local residents, special and sensitive 


' . ■ ■ ■• ' 


and private dry waste piticessing facilities 


Potential nuisance effects on residents. 


groups, communities, comtnunity 


:; 1 


and depcAs. Effects dependent on 


community features, businesses and 


features and businesses than Systems 3- 




operation, type of material, density of 


communities associated with dry waste 


6. 




surrounding population and sensitivity of 


processing facilities, composting 


■ 


1 


receptor. Effects may be reduced with 


facilities and depots. 


Least potential for displacement. 


consultation and proper management. 






Effects may be reduced with consultation 


- Potential for employees at dry waste 


Disadvantages 


. 


and proper management. Mitigation to 


processing facilities and in particulv 






include proper planning, siting and 


compost facilities, to be exposed to 


' None compared to other systems. 


. 


design. 


health and safi^y hazards. 






Potential odour and health concerns and 
minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


;t 






litter, birds, vermin and noise associated 


_ 




■■ 


with increased flow of m^enals through 








coitralized composting facilities. May be 


* 






reduced with public education. 






^ 


consultation and proper management. 






■ 


Effects may be reduced with consultation 
and proper management. Mitigation to 
include [Hoper planning, siting and 
design. 


. 





IC&I.COM 



B92-2 



CriterWIndiutor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


1 |{ 
Advantages/Disadvantaiies 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 


Ptrtcniial for employees at dry waste 


.. 


- :-." 


groups 


processing facilities and compost facilities 




" 




to be exposed to a variety of health and 
safety hazards associated with an 
increased flow of materials. Should be 




» 




minimized by education. Effects may be 




■ 




reduced with consultation and proper 




* 




management. Mitigation to include proper 


' 


■ " 




planning, siting and design. 


^ 






- Potential for health effects on allergy 




' . 


■ 


sufferers, people with immuno 


• 




" 


deficiencies, etc. associated with 








increased flow of materials at IC&I 
composting facilities. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include proper 




. 




planning, siting and design. 


• , • 


* * '. '* 


Potential effects on communities 


' Potential stigma effect on communities 




from increased flow of materials through 




*■ 




existing public and private dry waste 








processing facilities, depots aivj private 






■ 


composting facilities. Effects may be 


1 




reduced with consultation and proper 








management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 


1 


• 




Potential traffic inconveniences in 




_ 




communities due to increased flow of 








materials lrans|K>rtcd by collection 


. 






vehicles. 







IC&ICOM 



B9.2-3 



Criteria/Indicator 


Systcni Net Effects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


"" 

Advanta|;ca/DisadvantaKes 
by Criterion 


Potential effects on community features 


Potential stigma effect on community 
features and businesses from increased 
flow of materials thfough existing public 
and private dry waste processing 
facilities, depots and private composting 
facilities. Effects may be reduced with 




• 




consultation and proper management, 
Mitigatioii to include proper planning, 
siting and design. 
Potential minor nuisance effects on 








community features and businesses at 




— • . 




some facilities associated with increasing 
flow of materials. Effects may be 






. 


reduced with consultation and proper 






•■ 


management. Effects may be reduced 
with consultation and proper 


- 






management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 
Potential odour effects and liealth 


* 






concems associated with centralized 




• 




composting facilities. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 


• 






management. Effects may be reduced 
with consultation and proper 


- 




1 


management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 







IC&ICOM 



B9.2-4 



CriterWliMUaitor 


Sygtem Net Effects 


System Net EfTecte 


— 
Ad vantagea^ENsadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CMlMlHi S t «dMW te intf iocW Ji«M 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


■ Potential for public recognition of (CAI 


Potential positive soaal and lifestyle 


Advantajtet 


' 


3Rs initiatives to encourage IC&I 


effect (corporate culture) by encouraging 






generators. Public interest in waste 


managcfneni and employees to learn and 


System has the potential to encourage 


■'a 


management and the environment has had 


participate more in 3Rs activities. May 


greater positive altitude change. Greater 




signiricant effects on corporate (public 


lead to significant changes in operations 


th|n all other systems. 




and private) culture. Concerns over 


and corporate philosophy. Generally, 






public image, the environment. 


these aniiudcs arc positive, but they 


• System places less waste management 




pfofttabiltly and competitiveness are all 


may turn negative because of the 


regulation on the IC&I sector than 




key factors in developing strategies to 


erni^iasis on regulations rather than 


Systems 3-6. Therefore, individual 


, 


deal with environmental and waste 


voluntary measures. 


businesses, industries and institutions 


-■ 


management problems. Many private 


- 


may be potentially less affected. 




corporations and public institutions have 


' Potential for mirHir direct employment 




- 


taken significant steps to manage waste. 


gains and economic benefits in all 


Disadvantages 




These steps vary from the multinational 


aspects of iC&l waste management. 




, 


corporation that deals with the problem of 




' Less potential to produce direct 


. " [ 


waste management as part of iu long 


Potential for most of the 3Rs 


employmeni and economic development 




term corporate strategy (Continuous 


regulations, waste audits, waste 


opportunities in the waste management 




[mprovemenl or Just in Time programs. 


reduction action plans and packaging 


sector than Systems 3-6. 




etc.), to day-to-day operational changes 


audits to have minimal cost and 






for most employees. In many cases these 


operational effects on IC&I generators. 






changes have been a source of employee 


However, mandatory source separation 




, 


and management pride. 


may be costiy and result in significam 






Potential positive social and lifestyle 








effect (corporate culture) by encouraging 


generators. 










■ 




panicipaic more in 3Rs activities. 


- Potential greater opportunities for 




■ 


' - PotentiaJ for greater change in small 


changes in small IC&I sector by 




- 


iCAl waste management with 


provision of Community Recycling 


. ■ . ■ 


* 


opporUinitiea provided by Community 


Centres in Peel and reuse programs 






Recycling facilities in Peel and reuse 


throughout the GTA. 


4 - ■ ■ ■ ' 




programs- 







IC&l.COM 



B9.2-5 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EITccts 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on employment 


Potential minor direct employment gains 

are likely in IC&I collection, sorting. 

composting, consulting and in recycling 

Industries. 

Potential minor direct construction 




1 » 




employment gains are possible for 
construction of facilities. Magnitude of 
gains is uncertain. 




: 


Poteniial effect on economic 


Potential minor direct economic benefits 


development 


in IC&I collection, sorting, composting, 
and consulting. Magnitude, and timing of 
effects is uncertain. 






'- 


In the IC&I sector, a greater number of 
institutions, industries and businesses are 
recognizing that waste must be treated as 
a resource. Just as businesses increasingly 
seek to rationally manage human and 
fiscal resources, so also is the value of 


■• 






waste being recognized. 




• 




' Innovative institutions and companies that 








seek to reduce, reuse and identify markets 






t 


for recycled materials may be more 


' 






competitive than those that don't. 


t ' . 






Government can help institutions. 








commercial enterprises and industry in 








the transition. Adverse effects of 








regulations could be partially mitigated 








by establishing sufficient phase-in periods 








for each sector and each type of 






• 


initiative. Waste audits and waste 






• . 


reduction workplans will not require a 






■ 


long phase-in; packaging audits and 




"* 




packaging reduction workplans will 








require somewhat longer, because of the 








need to rationalize the related 


,^ • 


■ 




manufacturing processes. 







IC&I. COM 



B9.2-6 



CritcriWIndicator 


System Net EfTecta 
by Indicator 


System Net Erfecta 
by Criterion 


AdvantagM/Dlsadvantages 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on economic 

development 

(cont'd) 


Potential for Government programs such 
as the Ontatio Waste Exchange to aid 
industry in lowering costs of capital 
purchases. 


■ 


_ ! 


Potential operational effects oa 
Institutions, comntercial enterprises and 
indu^ry 


Potential for the System to represent an 
added cost to many if not most of the 
ICAl sector, in particular smaller 
inuitutions, industries and businesses 
covered under the regulations. Mandatory 
waste audits, waste reduction action plans 
and packaging reduction action plans will 
likely not be too costly to implement. 
These negative effects could be 
minimized by both private and public 
action. 

Potential for many IC&I operatore to be 
negatively affected by the provincial 
regulation that stipulates mandatory 
source separation of designated materials 
by major IC&I generators in the GTA. 
Many of these operators lack the space 
for mandatory source separation. 



IC&I.COM 



B9.2-7 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syitem Net EITecta 


Syatem Net EfTects 


Ailvaiifagea/Diaadvantagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


cmmmi '.omamimMitamMGm 


laaitartto 


*:^- • ■ ■ . ■ . . . • 


Distribution of socio-economic effecis 


Potential for negative distributional effect 


Potential negative distributional effects 


Advantascs , | 


on industry and populatimi groups 


on some local communities, population 


from iC&l facilities on a few local 




giDups, institutions, industries and 


groups, institutions, businesses and 


' Potential for fewer negative 




businesses located near private 


industries. 


distributional effects from facilities than 




composting facilities and public and 




Systems 3-6. 




(irivale dry waste processing facilities, as 


PtHcntial positive future generational 






they may be affected by nuisance effecis 


effect. 


Potential for negative distributional 




associated with an increased flow of 




effects from regulation less than that of 




materials, while other residents served by 


■ Pbtential for the System to negatively 


all the other systems. 


■ 


the facility arc unaffected. Effects may be 


affect smaller businesses covered under 




, 


reduced with consultation and proper 


the regulittions. 


- Potential for positive future 


^ 


management. Mitigation to include proper 


, 


generational effect greater than that of 




planning, siting and design. 
Potential for smaller businesses. 




System 1. 




institutions and industries covered under 


:. 


Disadvantaxes 




the 3Rs regulations to be more 






. 


significantly affected thw large ones 


. _ ■ 


■ Potential for positive future 
generational effect is less than that of 
Systems 3-6. 




because of their smaller economies of 






scale, l^is may be partially off-set by 


. 




Community Recycling Facilities in Peel 
and reuse programs for small IC&I 


. • . 






generators throughout the GTA. 




.•■-"■ 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


No effects noted. 




Potential for minor positive effect through 


System 


wiser use of resources and conservation 




: 




of the envirofimeni for use/enjoyment 


- 






through recycling, composting. 


. 




• ■ • 


repair/reuse. 

Current generation bears the cosU for 








changing to more sustainable behaviour. 







IC&I.COM 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B9.3 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Greater Toronto Arei 



Sygtem 3 - ICAI Eiteiwled 3Rs RegutotioM 



CriterWIndkator . Systetn Net Effects 


System Net ETTects 


AdTanlagea/Disadvuitaccs 


by Indtcator 


by Criterioa 


by Criterion 


GUtH^lrAilMiM liOOll OOMM^ 


" ':- - / .,:, ■;:,:.: . % 




Potential effects on residents 


Potential nuisance effects such as traffic, 


Potential odour and health concans 


Advantages 




litter, and noise, associated with existing 


associated with centralized and on-site 






IC&I composting facilities, and new and 


composting facilities. 


' Potential for health effects on local 




existing public and private dry waste 




residents, special and sensitive groups. 




processing facilities and depots. Effects 


Pbtential nuisance effects on residents. 


communities, community features and 


" 


dependent on opei^tion, type of material. 


community features, businesses and 


businesses less than that of Systems 5 




density of surrounding popultf ion and 


coinmunitiK associated with dry waste 


and 6. 




sensitivity of receptor. Effects may be 


pmcf^ssing facilities, composting 




.■ . 


reduced with consultation and proper 


facilities and depots. Potential 


L«s potential for displacement than 




management. Effects may be reduced 


displacement and disruption of cultural 


Systems 5 and 6. 


1 * 


with consultation and proper 


heritage resources. 






management. Mitigation to include proper 




Disadvantases 




planning, siting and design. 


Ptrtential for employees to be exposed to 






Potential odour and health coiKcms and 


health and safety hazards at dry waste 


' Potential nuisance effects and health 


' 


minor nuisance effect.^ such as traffic. 


processing facilities, and in particular at 


concerns On residents, community 


- 


litter, birds, vermin and noise with 


. the compost facilities. 


features, businesses and communities. 




existing centralized and on-site 




greater than those of Systems 1 and 2. 




composting facilities. May be reduced 


Potential for displacement of residents. 






with public education, consultation and 


community fcaluirs and businesses for 


' Potential for displacement greater than 




proper management. Mitigittion to include 


new facilities. 


that of Systems 1 and 2. 




proper planning, siting and design. 








■ Potential displacement of residents for 


^ 






new facilities. Effects may be mitigated 




. . • 




by proper siting of facilities. 







IC&I.EXT 



B9.3-2 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EtTects 


SysUm Net EITects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Polcntial effects on special/sensitive 


Potential for employees to be exposed to 






groups 


a variety of health and safety hazards 






. 


associated with an increased flow of 




" 




materials at dry waste processing 


*. 






facilities and compost facilities. Should 


■ 


' 




be minimized by education. Effects may . 




... 




be reduced with consultation and proper 








management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 
Potential for health effects on allergy 
sufferers, people with immuno 


;■ 




'.'+ 


deficiencies, etc. associated with 
increased flow of materials at IC&I 
composting facilities. Effects may be 




.■'* 




reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include proper 


i 


■■ 


"■ 


planning, siting and design. 




- 


Potential effects on communities 


Potential sligma effect on communities 




from existing and new public and private 








dry waste processing facilities, depots and 








existing private composting facilities. 








Effects may be reduced with consultation 








and proper management. Mitigation to 




'■: 




include proper planning, siting and 


. 


• 




design. 






Potential trafnc inconveniences in 








communities due to increased flow of 








materials transported by collection 


.p 






vehicles. 


'■* 


"• 



IC&I.EXT 



B9.3.3 



1 Critcria/Indlcatar 


System Net Eflects 


System Net EfTects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential erfccis on communiiy features 


Potential stigma efrect on communiiy 








Teatures and businesses from existing and 


• 


• 




new private dry waste processing 








facilities, depots and existing private 








composting facilities. Effects may be 


• ' . • • 






reduced with consultation and proper 


• 




» 


management. Mitigation to include proper 








planning, siting and design. 




4 




• Minor nuisance effects on community 




f 




features and businesses at some facilities 


* ■ * 






from existing and new public and private 




,., 




dry waste processing facilities, depots and 


• 




♦. 


existing private composting facilities. 
Effects may be reduced with consultation 


■ 




- 


and proper management. Effects may be 
mitigated by proper siting procedures. 


■• 


1 . • ^ 




Odour effects and health concerns 




' - 




associated with centralized composting 




« 




facility. May be reduced with public 








education, consultation and proper 




- . 




management. 








Potential for displacement of community 








features and businesses for new dry waste 


, * 


■. 




processing facilities. Effects may be 
mitigated by proper siting of facilities. 
Potential displacement and disruption of 


- 






cultural heritage resources. Mitigation 








includes facility site assessment and 








protection/conservation. 





IC&I.EXT 



B9.3-4 



CriterWIiidicatm- 


System Net EITects 


System Net Effects 






by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


,tMi«iiiii'i«MwM|»«iMA^^ 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


Potential positive social and lifeslyk 


Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantages 




effect (corpoiBte culture) by encouraging 


effect (corporate culture) by encouraging 






management and employees to learn and 


management and employees to learn and 


Potential for this System to require 


. 


participate more in 3Rs activities. 


participate more in 3Rs activities. May 


fewer operational changes and less cost 


■ 


• Public recognition may further encourage 


lead to significant changes in operations 


than Systems 5 and 6 because of fewer 




IC&I generators to increase their 3Rs 


and coiportie philosophy. Generally, 


regulations on the IC&I sector. 




activities. Public interest in waste 


these attitudes are positive, but they 






management and the environment has had 


may turrf negative because of the 


- Potential to produce gieater direct 


• 


significant effects on corporate (public 


emphasis on regulations rather than 


employment gains and economic 




and private) culture. Concerns over 


voluntary measures. 


development oppoitunities than Systems 




public image, the environment. 




1 and 2. 




profltability and competitiveness are all 


Potential minor direct employment gains 






key factors in developing strategies to 


and economic baiefiu in all aspects of 


Disadvantages 


J 


deal with environmental and waste 


iC&I waste management. 










■ Potential for the emphasis on regulation 




corporations and public institutions have 


■ Pbtential for most of the 3Rs 


to lead to negative attitudes on the part 




taken significant steps to manage waste. 


regulations; waste audits, waste - 


of the IC&I sector. More potential 




These steps vary from the multinational 


reduction action plans and packaging 


negative effects than Systems 1 and 2. 




corporation that deals with the problem of 


audits to have minimal cost and 






waste management as part of its long 


operational effects on IC&I generators. 


Potential for this System to result in 




teiiik corporate strategy (Continuous 


However, mandatory source separation 


operational changes for some 




Improvement or Just in Time piogiams. 


' may be costly and result in significant 


institutions, businesses and industries 


. 


etc.), to day-to-day operational changes 


operational changes for many IC&I 


because of regulatirxi. Potentially more 




for most employees. In many cases these 


generators. Potential to have significant 


negative effects than Systems 5 and 6. 




changes have been a source of employee 


negative operational and cost effects on 






and management pride. 


some institutions, businesses and 






' Potential greater change in small IC&I 


industries. 






waste managemenr with opportunities 


. 






provided by Community Recycling 




• 




Centres in Peel and reuse programs 
throughwit the OTA. 




1 



IC&I.EXT 



B9.3-5 



Criteria/ladkator 


System Net Eflccts 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


AdvaDtsgcs/Disadvantages 
by Criterion 


Potential erfect on employmenl 


Potential Tor minor direcl employment 
gains in IC&I collection, sorting, 
composting, and consulting. Magnitude of 
gains is uncertain. 

Potential for minor direct employment 
gains are likely in the construction sector. 
Magnthjde of gains is uncertain. 


f 





IC&I.EXT 



B9.3.6 



CriUria/lndlcator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/bisadvanUgcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on economic 


' Potential for minor direct economic 






developmenl 


benefits in IC&I collection, softing. 


' 


■: 




composting, and consulting. Magnitude 


. 


. 


and liming of effects is uncertain. 








In the iC&i sector, a greater number of 






'' 


institutions, industries and businesses arc 
recognizing that waste must be treated as 
a resource. Just as businesses increasingly 




■ 


. 


seek to rationally manage human and 
fiscal resources, so also is the value of 


f- 






waste being recognized. 


* 




. 


Innovative institutions and companies that 








seek to reduce, reuse and identify markets 








for recycled materials may be more 








competitive than those that don't. 








Govemtnent can help instituti(»is. 


,^ 




commercial enteipiiscs and industry in 


^' 






the transition. Adverse effects of 








regulations could be partially mitigated 


■ ? 


* 




by establishing sufficient phase-in periods 


f 






for each sector and each type of 






' 


initiative. Waste audits and waste 


' 




" 


reduction workplans may no* tequire a 








long phase-in; packaging audits and 






' 


packaging reduction workplans may 


* 


" 




require somewhat longer, because of the 








need to rationalize the related 








manufacturing processes. 








- Potential for Government programs such 






- 


as the Ontario Waste Exchange to aid 








industry in lowering costs of capital 








purchases. 







IC&I.EXT 



B9.3-7 



Criteru/lndkator 


System Net EITects 


System Net EITects 


Ad vantBi^s/Disad va n taiges 




by Indicator 


by Critenon 


by Criterion 


Potential operational effects on 


Potential for the System to represent an 


' 




institutions, commercial enterprises and 


added cost to many if not most of the 


• 




industry 


IC&[ sector, in particular smaJier 
institutions, industries and businesses 
covered under the regulations. Mandatory 
waste audits, waste reduction action plans 




' 


- • 


and packaging reduction action plans 
likely may be too costly to implement. 
Tbese negative effects could be 


- 


- 




minimized by both private and public 


■ : 


. 




action. 


■ 


V 




' Potential for the operations of many IC&I 


' 






generators may be negatively affected; 








lacking space and operational capacity for 








mandatory source separation. This may 


■ 




■ 


result in safety hazards and added costs. 




■ 



IC&I.EXT 



B9.3-8 



Criteria/lDdicalor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


' ^ — !' 

Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


C(liKHM:$ t DiiMMiiM 0t9aM CMH mA Bmm 






Distribution of socio-eccHiomic effects 


' Potential for negative distributional effect 


- Potential negative distributional effects 


Advantages 


on industiy and population groups 


on some local communities, population 


from IC&I facilities on a few local 






groups, institutions, industries and 


groups, institutions, businesses and 


Potential for negative distributional 




businesses located near existing and new 


industries. 


effects from facilities is less than that 




private diy waste pro<^sing facilities 




for Systems 5 and 6. 


' 


composting facilities, as they may be 


Potential for positive future genoational 


Potential for positive future 1 




affected by nuisance effects and 


effect. 




displacement, while other residents served 




generational effects is greater than that | 




by the facility are unaffected. Effects may 


Potential fcv System 3 regulations to 


of Systems 1 and 2. 




be reduced with consultation and proper 


negatively affect smaller businesses 






management. Mitigation to include proper 


covered undn the regulations, but they 


Disadvantages 




planning, siting and design. 


do not covn- the snultest businesses in 






' Potential for smaller businesses. 


the GTA. 


- Potential for negative distributional 


' 


institutions and industries covered under 


*■ _ 


effects from facilities greater than that 




System 3 regulations to be more 




of Systems 1 and 2. 




significantly affected than large ones 


• 




- 


because of their smaller economics of 




Potential for positive future 




scale. This may be partially off-set by 




generational effect less than that of 




the Community Recycling Centres in Peel 




Systems 5 and 6. 


and reuse programs throughout the GTA 




. 




for small IC&I generators. 


"'■ 




Distribution of lifestyle effects 


No effects noted. 




■ Potential for minor positive effect through 


.' 


. 


Systeni 


wiser use of resources and conservation 
of the environment for use/enjoyment 
through recycling, composting, 
repair/reuse. 
• Current generation bears the costs for 


• 


. 




changing to more sustainable behaviour. 







ICALEXT 



TABLE B9.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Greater Toronto Area 



Sygtem 4 - IC&I Expanded 3Rs Regulaltow 



Criteria/Indicator 


Syttrm Net ETTectt 


System Net Effects 


Advaotages/Disad vantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 










i Potential effects on residents 


Potentiai nuiunce effects such as trafHc, 


Potential odour and health concont 


Advantages 




iiitcr, and notse, assoaaied witK existing 


associated with centralized composting 


. 




ICAI composting facilities, and new and 


facilities. 


Potential for nuisance and health effects 




existing private dry waste processing 




on local residents, special and sensitive 




facilities and depots. Effects dependent 


- Potential nuisaiKe effects on residents. 


groups, communities, community 




on operation, type of material, density of 


community features, businesses and 


features and businesses less than that of 




surrounding population and sensitivity of 


communities associated with dry waste 


Systems 5 and 6. 


. 


receptor. Effects, may be reduced with 


processing facilities, composting facilities 




■ 


consultation and proper management. 


and depots. Potential displacement and 


Potential for displacement less than that 




Mitigation to include proper planning. 


disruption of cultural heritage resources. 


of Systems 3 and 6. 




siting and design. 








■ Potential odour and health concerns and 


Pot^itial exposure of employees at dry 


Disadvantages 




minor nuisance effects such as traffic. 


waste processing facilities, and in 






litter, birds, vermin and noise with 


particular compost facilities, to health and 


■ Potential nuisance effects and health 




existing centralized and on-site 


safety hazards. 


concerns for residents, community 




composting facilities. May be reduced 




features, businesses and communities. 




with public education, consultation and 


Potential for displacement of residents. 


greater than those of Systems 1 and 2. 




proper managemtent. Mitigation to include 


community features and businesses from 






proper planning, siting and design. 


facilities. 


' Potential for displacement effects 


a 


■ Potential displacement of residents for 
new expandrd dry waste processing 


- 


greater than that of Systems 1 and 2. 




facilities. Effects may be mitigated by 








proper siting of facilities. 





ICAIEXP 



B9,4-2 



1 Criteria/Iiidlcator 


System Net Effects 
by Indicalor 


System Net EfTects 
by Criterion 


Advantages/Disadvantages 
by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 
H groups 


• Potential for employees at dry waste 
processing facilities and compost facilities 
to be exposed to a variety of health and 
safety hazards associated with an 
increased flow of materials. Should be 
minimized by education. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 
manageriient. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 

- Potential for iC&l composting facilities 
to have potential health effects on allergy 
sufferers, people with immune 
deficiencies, etc. associated with 
increased flow of materials. Effects may 
be reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include propo- 
planning, siting and design. 


;■ 


.! ' 


Potential effecu on communities 


- Potential stigma effect on communities 
from existing and new private dry waste 
processing facilities, depots and existing 
private composting facilities. Effects may 
be reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 

■ Potential traffic inconveniences in 
communities due to increased flow of 
materials transpmted by collection 
vehicles. 



IC&IEXP 



B9.4-3 



Criteria/] odkator 


SysteBi Net Effects 


System fitt EffecU 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on community 


Potential stigma effect on community 


■ . 




features 


features and busine.v<ies from existing and 


- '■. ■ 






new public and private dry waste 
pfxxxssing facilities, depots and existing 
private composting facilities. Effects may 
be reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include proper 
planning, siting and design. 


• 






Potential for minor nuisance effects on 




" , 


• 


community features and businesses at 
some facilities from existing and new 








public and private dry waste processing 








facilities, depots and exiting private 




:-_',. 




composting facilities. Effects may be 








reduced with consultation and proper 








managemenl. Effects may be mitigated 








by proper siting procedures. 








Potential odour effects attd heattfi 


-.. 






concerns associated with centralized 








composting facility. May be reduced 


. 






with public education, consulution and 




. 




proper management. Mitigation to include 




. ' ■ 




proper planning, siting and design. 


* 






Potential for displacement of community 




. 




features and businesses for new dry waste 


i. 






processing facilities. Effects may be 
mitigated by propts siting of facilities. 


- 




• 


- Potential displacement and disruption of 
culiuraJ heritage resources. Mitigation 


* . 


, 




includes facility site assessment and 






*. 


protection/conservation . 




■ 



[C&IEXP 



B9.4-4 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EITccts 


System Net EHects 


Advantagca/Disadvaiitagea 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


GrlliHtKt;l:lMM.%aiMa iKM'li«|Ht. :^ 


Potential for lifestyle changes 


- Potential positive social and lifestyle 


■ Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Advantases 




effect (corporate culture) by encouraging 


effect (corporate culture) by encouraging 






management and employees to leam and 


management and employees to leam and 


Potential for this System to require fewer 




participate more in 3Rs activities. 


participate more in 3Rs activities. May 


operational changes and less cost than 




- Public recognition may further encourage 


lead to significant changes in operations 


Systems 5 and 6 because of less 




\CAi generators to engage in increased 


and corporate philosophy. Generally. 


regulation. 


* 


3Rs activities. Public interest in waste 


these attitudes are positive, but they may 






management and the environment has had 


lum negative because of the emfdiasis on 


' Potential for direct employment and 




significant effects cm corporate (public 


regulaticHis rather than voluntary 


economic development opportunities is 




and private) culture. Concerns over ■ 


measures. 


greater than that of Systems 1 and 2. 


: 


public image, the environment. 




DisadvantaECS i 




profitability and competitiveness are all 


Potential minor direct employment gains 




key factors in developing strategies to 


and eccHiomic benefits in all aspects of 






deal with environmental and waste 


IC&I waste management. 


- Greater potential than Systems 1 and 2 to H 




management problems. Many private 




lead to negative attitudes on the part of I 




corporations and public institutions have 


' Potential for most of the 3Rs regulations. 


the IC&l sector because of increased 




taken signiricani steps to manage waste. 


waste audits, waste reduction plans and 


regulation. 


■ 


These steps vary from the. multinational 


packaging audits to have minimal cost 






corporation that deals with the problem of 


and operational effects on IC&I 


- Potential for this System to result in 




waste management as part of its long 


generators. However, mandatory source 


operational changes for some institutions. 




term corporate strategy (Continuous 


separ^ion may be costly and result in 


businesses aiKl industries because of 


. - 


Improvement or Just In Time |»X}gram$, 


significant operational changes for many 


regulation. Potentially more negative 


■ 


etc.), to day-to-day operational changes 


IC&I generators. Potential to have 


effects than Systems 5 and 6. 




for most employees. In many cases these 


significani negative operational and cost 






changes have been a source of employee 


effects on some institutions, businesses 






. and management pride. 


and industries. 






- Potential greater changes in small iC&I 


■ ■ .- - 






waste managemeni with oppoftunities 








provided by Community Recycling 
. Centres in Peel and reuse programs 
throughout the GTA. 


' 


- 



IC&IEXP 



B9.4-5 



Ciitcria/Indkator 


Systcfli Net EITccts 
by Indkalor 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


AdvanUgci/DisadvantAKes 
by Criterion 


Potential effect on einploynient 


Potential minor direct employment gains 

in iCAl collection, sorting, composting, 

and consulting. Magnitude of gains is 

uncertain. 

Potentiat minor direct employment gains 

in the construction sector. Magnitude of 

gains is uncertain. 


r. 


- . -. ■ 



IC&IEXP 



B9.4-6 



y Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 


'' 


by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on economic 


• Potential minor direct economic benefits 






development 


are likely in IC&I collection, sorting. 




* 




composting, and consulting. Magnitude 








and liming of effects is uncertain. 








In the fC&I sector, a greater number of 






. . 


institutions, industries and businesses are 






' 


recognizing that waste must be treated as 


■i- 






a resource. Just as businesses increasingly 








seek to rationally manage human and 


_ 


' 




fiscal resources, so also is the value of 




ii 




waste being recognized. 




'" 




Innovative institutions and companies that 




-'■■ . 




seek to reduce, reuse and identify markets 








for recycled materials may be more 








competitive than those that don't. 
Government can help institutions, 
commercial enterprises and industry in 
the transition. Adverse effects of 
regulations could be partially mitigated 








by establishing sufficient phase-in periods 








for each sector and each type of 




-. 




initiative. Waste audits and waste 




. 




reduction workplans may not require a 


'• 




'■ 


long phase-in; packaging audits and 








packaging reduction woriiplans may 








require somewhat longer, because of the 






■■■■ 


n<xd to rationalize the related 








manufacturing processes. 








' Potential for Government programs such 






■ 


as the Ontario Waste Exchange to aid 


' . 


. 




industry in lowering costs of capital 


• 




1 ' ■ 


" purchases. 


■ 



IC&IEXP 



B9,4-7 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/Disadvent^tes 




by Indicatar 


by Criterion 


by Crilerion 


Potcnlial operational effects on 


Potential for the System to represent an 


* 


• 


inscitultom. commercial enterprises 


added cost to many if not most of the 


" 




and industry 


IC&t sector, in particular smaller 
institutions, industries and businesses 
covered under the regulations. Mandatory 
waste audits, waste reduction action plans 


■ 


• 




and packaging reduction action plans may 


' 




- 


likely not be too costly to implement. 






, 


These negative effects could be 




- 


' 


minimized by both private and public 
action. 




* 




' Potential for the operations of many IC&I 


• 


• 


' 


generators to be negatively affected 
because of lack of space and operational 
capacity for mandatory source separation. 
This may result tYi safety hazards and 




« 




added costs. 







IC&IEXP 



B9.4-8 



Criterii/liidiaitor 



Syitem Net Eflecta 
by Indlcator 



System Net EflecU 
by Criterioo 



AdvaiitAgei/Disadvantages 
by Criterion 



cai0mmpim<mM9«^ii>m mtm^,. 



BiOiiiiMMiiiiiiiii 



Distribution of socio-economic 
crTccls on industry and population 
groups 



Distribution of lifestyle effects 



Potential fiiture generation effe<^ of 
System 



Potential fm negative distributional effect 
on some local communities, population 
groups, institutions, industries and 
businesses located near existing and new 
private dry waste processing facilities and 
composting facilities, as they may be 
affected by nuisance effects and 
displacement, while otho- residents served 
by the facility are unaffected. Effects may 
be reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include proper 
[banning, siting ai>d design. 
Potential for smaller businesses, 
institutions and industries covered under 
System 4 regulations to be more 
signiricantty affected than large ones 
because of their smaller economics of 
scale. This may be paitially off-set by the 
opportunities provided to small IC&I by 
the Community Recycling Centres in Peel 
and reuse programs throughout the GTA. 



No effects noted 



Potential for positive effect through wiser 
use of resources and conservalicm of the 
environment for use/enjoymeni through 
recycling, composting, repair/reuse. 
Current gciienition bears the costs for 
changing to more sustainable behaviour. 



Potential negative distributional effects 
from IC&I facilities on a few local 
groups, institutions, busin<»$es arKi 
industries. 

Potential for positive future generatioiul 
effect; cunent generation bearing the cost 
for waste management. 

Potential for System 4 regulations to 
negatively affect smaller businesses 
coveted by the regulations, but do not 
cover the smallest businesses in the GTA. 



Advantay s 

• Potential for negative distributional 
effects from facilities is less than that for 
Systems 5 and 6. 

' Potential for positive future generational 
effects greater than that of Systems 1 and 
2. 

Disadvantages 

' Potential for negative distributifHuil 
effects from facilities greater than that 
for Systems I and 2. 

' Potential for positive future generational 
effect less than that for Systems 5 and 6. 

' Potential for negative distributioruil effect 
from regulation greater than that for 
Systems 1 and 2. 



IC&IEXP 



TABLE B9.5 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Grtala Toronto Aif 



System 5 - ICAI E«p»iidcd 3Rg Regulatioitt with Omntcg 



1 CHterWInAdtor 


System Net Efteds 


System Net Eflccts 


All vanlaCH/DiiMl vantage* 


• 


by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 








PcXcntial effects on residents 


Potential nuisance effects such as traffic, 


Potential for displacement of residenu. 


Advantases 




litter, and noitt. associated with uew 


community features and businesses from 


, 


and existing public and private dry 


new dry waste processing facilities and 


Potential nuisance effecb and heailh 




waste processing facilities, depots and 


compost facilities. 


concerns less than those of System 6. 




(C&l composting facilities. Bffects 








dependent on nprration. type of 


Potential for odour effects and health 


' f\)tentia] displacement effects less than 




materiaJ. density of siintMiitding 


concerns associated with centralized 


those of System 6. 




population and sensitivity of receptor. 


organic composting facilities. 






Effects may be reduced with 




Di sad vantages 




consultation and proper management. 


Potential nuisance effects on residents. 






' PMcntial odour and health concerns and 


community features, businesses and 


Potential nuisance, stigma effects and 


_ 


minor nuisance effects such as trafTic, 


communities associated with dry waste 


health concerns for residents, community 




litter, birds, vermin and noise with new 


processing facilities, composting facilities 


features, businesses aixl communities 




and existing, on-site and coitraltzed 


and depots. Potential displacement and 


associMed with the composting of 90% of 




composting facilities. May be reduced 


disruption of cultural heritage resources. 


IC&l organic waste generation. Potential 




with public education, consultation and 




effects greater than those of Systems 1 -4. 




proper management. Effects may be 


Potential for employees at dry waste 




, 


mitigated by proper design, siting and 


processing facilities, and in particular 


i\>tential for displacement effects from 




planning. 


compost facilities, to be exposed to health 


new or cxpaiKtrd dry waste processing 




Potential displacemoil of residents for 


and safely hazards. 


facilities and new composting facilities 




new or expanded dry waste processing 
facilities and compost facilities. Effects 




greater than those of Systems 1 -4. 




may be mitigated by proper siting of 






' 


facilities. 







IC&IEXP.ORG 



B95-2 



• 

Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


.Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential erfccts on 


Potential for employees at dry waste 






special/sensitive groups 


processing facilities, and in particular 








compost facilities, to be subjected to a 




,. 


.;» 


variety of health and safety hazards. 








Should be minimized by education. 


• 






Effects may be reduced with 




_ 


. 


consultation and proper management. 




1 




Mitigation to include proper planning. 








siting and design. 






Potential health effects on allergy 








sufferers, people with immuno- 




■.* 




deflcicncics, etc. associated with ' 








increased flow of materials at IC&I 








composting facilities. Effects may be 




'■'' 




reduced with consultation and proper 








management. Mitigation to include 








proper planning, siting and design. 




. 


Poienlial effects on communities 


' Potential stigma effect on communities 




from existing and new private dry waste 






processing facilities, depots and 




? 




composting facilities. Effects may be 


, 






- reduced with consultation and proper 


* 




" 


management. Mitigation to include 


, 






proper planning, siting and design. 




<^ 




■ Potential trafTic inconveniences in 
communities due to increased flow of 
materials transported by collection 




i 




vehicles. 







IC&IEXP.ORG 



B9.5'3 



CriterWIndkalor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potentia] effects on community 


Potential stigma effect on community 


- 




features 


features and businesses from existing 
and new private diy waste processing 


t 


. 


• 


facilities, depots and composting 
facilities. Effects may be reduced with 


. 


• 


, 


consultation and proper management. 






- 


Mitigation to include proper planning. 








siting and design. 


* 


- 




Potential minor nuisance effects on 
community features and businesses at 
some facilities from existing and new 


• 






public and private cky waste processing 


' . - 




• 


facilities, depots and composting 


■' 




■ 


facilities. Effects may be reduced with 








consultation and proper management. 


' 


t' 


• 


Effects may be mitigated by proper 




, 




siting procedures. 


, 




, 


Potential odour effects and Iwalth 
concerns associated with centralized 


• " 


* 




composting facilities. May be reduced 






■" 


with public education, consultation and 








proper management. May be mitigated 
by proper siting, design and planning. 


. 


• 




' Potential for displacement of community 




'•' 


. 


feamres and businesses for new dry 




\ 




waste processing facilities and compost 


• " ■ 






facilities. Effects may be mitigated by 


. 






proper siting of facilities. 








Potential displacement and disruption of 






• 


cultural heritage resources. Mitigation 








includes facility site assessment and 








protection/conservation. 





IC&IEXP.ORG 



B9.5^ 



CriterWIndlcator 


System Net Effects 


Systeni Net Eflects 


Adv«Dtagc«/IMsMlvant^^ 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


mmim:ijmimi»i-m^^»Bmmm^- ^ t'z^::.-l'L^:\ .■:: 






Potential for lifestyle changes 


- Potential positive social and lifestyle 


Potential positive social and lifestyle effect 


Advantages 1 




effect (coiponuc culture) by encouraging 


(corporate culture) by encouraging 


1 




management and employees to leam and 


management and employees to leam aixl 


Potential for fewer operational changes j 




pafticipate more in 3Rs activities. 


participate more in 3Rs activities. May 


and less cost than System 6. 




- Potential for public recogniti«) to 


lead to significant changes in operations 




'■' ■ 


encourage management and employees 


and corporate philosophy. Generally, these 


Potential for minor direct employment and 


' 


to leam and participate more in 3Rs 


attitudes are positive, but they may tum 


economic development opponunities in the 




activities. PuUtc interest in wa^c 


negative because of Dw emphasis on 


waste management sector greater than that 




. management and the cnvironinent has 


regulations rather than voluntary measures. 


for Systems 1 and 2. 




had signiricant effecu on corporate 








(public and private) culture. Concerns 


• Potential for minor direct employment and 


■ Potential for negative attitudes less than 




over public image, the environment. 


economic development opportunities in all 


that for System 6. 




profitability and comp^itiveness are all 


aspects of IC&I waste management. 




'. .. 


key factors in developing strategies to 




Disadvantases 




deal with environmental and waste 


Potential for most of the 3Rs regulations. 




% 


management problems. Many private 


waste audits, waste reduction plans and 


Potential for the emphasis on regulation to 




corporations and public institutions have 


packaging audits to have minimal tost and 


lead to negative attitudes on the part of 




taken significant steps to manage waste. 


operational effects on ICAil generators. 


the ICAl sector is greater than that for 




These steps vary from the multinational 


However, mandatory source separation 


Systems 1-4. | 




corporation that deals with the problem 


may be costly and result in signiHcant 


1 




of waste management as part of its long 


operational changes for many IC&l 


Potential for System to result in 




teriii corporate strategy (Continuous 


gcnmtors. Potential to have negative 


operational changes and added costs for 




Improvement or Just in Time programs. 


operational and cost effects on some 


some small institutions, businesses and 


V. 


etc.), to day-to-day operational changes 


smaller institutions, businesses and 


industries that generate organic waste is 




for most employees. In many cases 


industries because of the need to separate 


greater than that for Systems 1 -4. 


. 


these changes have been a source of 


organics. 






employee and management pride. 








' Potential greater change in small IC&J 






:• ' 


waste management practice with 




* 


■>, 


opportunities provided by Community 


* 




• 


Recycling Centres in Peel and reuse 








programs throughout the GTA. 







IC&IBXP.ORG 



B9.5-5 



System Net EfTects 
by Criteriofl 



AdvanUges/Diswi vantages 
by Critarion 



JC&IEXP.ORG 



Criteria/Indicator 



Potential effect on employment 



System Net Effects 
. by Indicator 



Potential minor direct employment gains 

in IC&I collection, sorting, composting, 

and consulting. Magnittidc of gains is 

unccitain. 

Potential minor direct employment gains 

in the construction sector. Magnitude of 

gains is uncertain. 



Potential effect on economic 
developmenl 



Potential for minor direct economic 
benents in IC&i collection, sorting, 
consulting, and in particular composting. 
Magnitude and liming of effects is 
um^rlain. 

Currently, some large institutions, 
businesses and industries send organic 
waste to compost facilities. Mandated 
organic separation would most likely 
have potential negative impacts on small 
and independent institutions, businesses 
and industries. Improved waste hauling 
service, staff time, infrastructure and 
space would be required. 
Potential additional costs for IC&I 
generators because the potential cost of 
marketing compost means that there is 
likely no economic benefit except for 
tipping fees saved by composting. 
In the ICA.I sector, a greater number of 
institutions, industries and businesses ate 
recognizing that waste must be treated 
as a resource. Just as businesses 
increasingly seek to rationally manage 
human and flscal resources, so also is 
the value of waste being recognized. 



B9.S-6 



CrilerWbtdiaitar 


System Net EfTects 


System Net EtTeds 


Ad vanlagea^DitadvanUiges 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Pbtential effect on economic 


Innovative institutions and companies 






development (cont'd) 


that seek to ieduce.Feuse and identify 








maikas for recycled mticrials wilt 








probably be nrore competitive than those 








that don't. Ciovcmmcnl can help 








institutions, commercial enterprises and 








industry in the transition. Advert 


^. 


. 




effects of regulations could be padially 








mitigated by establishing sufficient 


■• 






phase-in periods for each sector and 
each type of initiative. Waste audits and 
waste reduction workplans may not 


. 






require a long phase-in: packaging 








audits arKl packaging reduction 








workplans may require somewhat 


• 






longer, txscausc of the need to 


. 






rationalize the related manufacturing 








processes. 


- 


. 




Potential for Government programs such 








as the Ontario Waste Exchange to aid 








industry in lowering costs of capital 








purchases. 







IC&IEXP.ORC 



B9.5-7 



CritcrU/Indicator 


System Net ErTccts 
by Indicitor 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advantagea/Disadvaiitagcs 
by Criterion 


Potential operational effects on 
institutions, commercta] enterprises 
and irtdusliy 


Potential for the System to represent an 
added cost to many if not most of the 
(C&l scctiK, in particular smaller 
institutions, industries and businesses 
cover«i under the regulations. 
Mandatory waste audits, waste reduction 
action plans and packaging reduction 
action plans likely may not be too costly 
to implement. These, negative effects 
could be minimized by both private and 
public action. 

Potential for the operations of many 
IC&l generators to be negatively 
affected because of lack of space for 
organic separation. lesulling in potential 
health at>d nuisance effects. 


. 


' ' ' ■ ■■•••' 



IC&IEXP.ORG 



B9.S-8 



Criterla/IndicaUH- 


System Net KfTects 


System Net Eflccts 


Advanlagca/DisKlvintai^ 


by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


' OkaiOK^ i^lNHita^ 


;_ .■...■;:: . . ■ ., .;■■ 


■ . , ' ■' 


Distribution of socio-economic 


Potential for negative distributional 


Potential negative distributional effects 


Ad van laces 


effects on industiy and population 


cfTccI on some local communities. 


from IC&I facilities on a few local groups. 


groups 


population groups, institutions. 


institutions, businesses and industries. 


Potential for positive future generational 




industries and businesses located near 




effect greater than that of Systems 1 - 4. 




existing and new private dry waste 


' Potential positive fiituie generational effect 






processing facilities and composting 


. with current generation bearing a larger 


- Potential for positive distributional effect 




facilities, as they may be affected by 


portion of the cost. 


greater than that of System 6. 




nuisance effects and displacement, while 




Disadvantages 




other residents served by the facility arc 


Potential for these regulations to negatively 




unaffected. Effects may be reduced with 


affect smaller IC&I generators, in 




" 


consultation and proper management. 


particular small and independent stores. 


Potential for negative distributional effects 




Mitigation to include proper planning. 


restaurants, etc. 


from new and enisling facilities. 




siting and design. 


• T - 


particulariy centralized oiganic 




' Potential for smaller businesses. 




composting facilities, on local residents 




institutions and industries covered undo- 


■- ■ 


institutions, and businesses is greater than 


■ 


these regulations to be more 




that for Systems 1-4. 


■ 


signiflcantly affected than large ones 
because of their smaller economies of 
scale. This may be partially off-set by 


• 






the opportunities provided to the small 


• 




^ 


IC&I by the Community Recycling 




1 




Centres in Peel and reuse programs 








throughout the GTA. 


• ■ 




Distribution of lifestyle ejects 


No effects noted. 




Potential for positive effect through 


of System 


wiser use of resources and conservation 








of the environment for use/enjoyment 


_ 


' 




through recycling, composting. 








repair/reuse. 


' 


. 


" 


• Current generation bears the greater 








costs for changing to more stistainable 




- 


1 


behaviour. 







IC&IEXP.ORG 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B9.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Greater Toronto Ar«i 

Syrtem 6 - ICAI No Unprocaaed Waste to Lmdim 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagcg^Disadvaiilages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Cil»mtmUfmm*^oaliOptmmmm¥t»B»'' 




««-V ' . . •■■>»;■ .'■':' :', 


Potential efrocts on residents 


Potcniial nuisance effecu such as irafnc. 


Potential for displacement of residents. 


Advan taxes 




litto-, and noise, associated with increased 


community features and businesses from 






numhcr of private dry waste processing 


new dry waste processing facilities and 


None compared to other systems. 




raciliiies, depots and IC&I composting 


new composting facilities. 






facilities. Encds are likely to be grcMer 




Disadvantages 1 




than under any other system because of 


Potential odour effects and health concerns 






requirement for mandatory processing of 


associated with centralized composting 


- Potential for displacement effects is 


- 


all waste. Effects dependent on operation. 


facilities and mixed waste processing 


the greatest of all of the systems. 




type of material, density of suirouttding 


facilities. 


because of the larger number of dry 


• 


population and sensitivity of receptor. 




waste processing plants, mixed | 


. 


Effects may be reduced with consultation 


PMential nuisance effects on residmts. 


waste processing facilities and 




and proper management. Mitigation to 


community features, businesses and 


compost facilities. 




include proper planning, siting and design. 


communities associated with dry waste 






' ' Potential odour and health concerns and 


processing facilities and cotnposting, and 


Potential for disruption effects is 




minor nuisance effects such as tragic. 


transportation of greater volumes of 


the greatest of all the systems 




titter, birds, vermin and noise with new 


materials. Potential displacenKnl and 


because of the potential for 


. 


and existing centralized* and on-site 


disruption of cultural heritage resources. 


negative nuisance effects and health 




composting facilities. May be reduced 




(xtncems. 




with public education, consultation and 


Potential exposure of employees at dry 


_ 


■ 


proper management. Effects may be 


waste processing facilities and compost 






mitigated by proper design, siting and 


and mixed waste procession facilities to 


- >. 




planning. 


health and safety ha7.ards. 






Potential displacement of residents for new 








dry waste processing facilities and new 


* 






composting facility. Effects may be 








mitigated by proper siting of facilities. 




. 



IC&l.PRO 



B9.6-2 



Criteria/Indkator 


System Net Effecte 
by Indtealor 


System Net EfTectc 
by Criterion 


AdvantagM/Dindvaiitai^ 
by Criterion 


Potential effects on special/sensitive 
groups 


Potential exposure of employees at dry 
waste processing facilities, and in 
particular compost facilities, to a variety of 
health and safety hazards. Should be 
minimized by education. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mi(igati(»i to include pmper 
planning, siting and ctesign. 
Potential for health effects on allergy 
sufferers, pec^le with immuno-deficiencies, 
etc. associated with increased flow of 
materials at IC&I composting facilities. 
Effecu may be reduced with consultation 
and proper management. Mitigation to 
include proper planning, siting and design. 


■■■ 


* 


Potential effects on communities 


■ Potential stigma effect on communities 
from increased number of private dry 
waste processing facilities, composting 
facilities, mixed waste processing facility. 
Effects may be re<luced with consultation 
and proper management. Mitiption to 
include proper planning, siting and design. 
Potential trafTic inconveniences in 
communities due to increased flow of 
materials transported by collcctimi 
vehicles. 



IC&I.PRO 



B9.6'3 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Efftcts 


1 

Advantagei/Diswlvantagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Potential effects on community features 


Potential stigma effect on community 
features and businesses from increased 




• 


" 


number of private dry waste processing 
facilities, composting facilities, mixed 
waste processing facility. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 
management. Mitigation to include proper 


• 


• 




planning, siting and design. 






• 


Potential nuisance effects on community 


* ' ■ , 


, 




features and businesses at some facilities 








from existing and new public and private 


♦ - .* 


- 




dry waste pmrrssing facilities, depots and 






■ 


composting facilities and mixed waste 
processing facilities. Effects may be 
reduced with consultation and proper 


• 


■ ' ■ 




management. Effects may be mitigated by 






- 


proper plaiming, sitmg and design 








procedures. 








Potential odour effects and health concerns 
associated with centralized composting 
facilities. May be leduced with public 
education, consultation and proper 
management. May be mitigated by proper 
siting, design and planning. 








' Potential for displacement of community 
features and businesses for new dry waste 


■ 


>^. 




processing facilities, mixed waste 






• 


processing facilities, compostmg facility. 
Effects niay be mitigated by proper siting 
of facilities. 

Potential displacement and disruption of 
cultural heritage resources. Mitigation 


• 


■> 




includes facility site assessment and 


1 




protection/conservation. 


1 



IC&IPRO 



B9.6-4 



1 Criteria/bdicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effect* 


Advantago/DindTaBtaief 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


1 CHiHinitrwilWftirfiniaiBeUlBgpM | 


Potential for lifestyle changes 


Potential positive social and lifestyle effect 


Potential positive social and lifestyle effect 


Advantajics 




(coiporate culture) by encouraging 


(corporate culture) by encouraging 






managcmeni and employees to learn and 


management and employees to learn and 


Potential for mirior direct 


■ • 


paiticii>ate more in 3Rs activities. 


participate more in 3Rs activities. May 


cmploymcni atxl economic 




' Potential for public recognition to further 




development opportunities in the 




encourage managcmeni and employees to 


and corporate philosophy. Generally, these 


waste management sector is greater | 




Icam and participate more in 3Rs 


altitudes are positive, but they may turn 


Ihan that of Systems 1 and 2. j 




activities. Public interest in waste 


negative because of the very strong ' 






managcmeni and the environment has had 


emphasis on regulations rather dun 


Disadvantages 




significant effects on corporate (public and 


voluntary measures. 






private) culture.' Concerns over public 


Potential miiwr direct employment and 


Potential for the emphasis on 




image, the environment, profilabilily and 


economic development opportunities in all 


regulation to lead to negative 




competitiveness are all key factore in 


aspects of IC&I waste management. 


attitudes on the part of the iC&l 


, 


developing strategies to deal with 


Potential negative effect from imposilion 


sector. Compliance may be 




environmental and waste management 


of operational and costs effects on nK>st if 


difficult to achieve. Potentially 




problems. Many private corporations and 


not all institutions, industries and 


greater negative effect than all 




public institutions have taken signiftcant 


business^ in the GTA. 


other systeim. 


. 


steps to manage waste. These steps vary 


' Potential for most of the 3Rs regulations. 




" 


from the multinational cmpuration that 


waste audits, waste reduction action plans 


Potential for System to result in 




deals with the probiem of waste 


and packaging audits to have minimal cost 


operational changes and added costs 


■ 


management as pan of its long term 




for most if not all institutions. 




corporate strategy (Continuous 


However, mandatory source separation 


businesses and industries in the 




Improvement or Just in Time programs. 


may be costly and result in significant 


GTA. Potentially more negative 




etc.), to day-to-day operational changes fck 


operational changes for many JC&I 


effects than all olher systems. 




most employees. In many cases these 








changes have been a source of employee 


small IC&l waste management practice 






and management pride. 


with opportunities provided by community 




Potential greater change in small IC&I 


recycling centres in Peel and reuse 




■ 


waste management practice with 


programs throughout the GTA. 






opportunities provided by community 


Pblential significant increase in the volume 






recycling centres in Peel and reuse 


of recyclable materials, improved nuukets 




' 


propaiRS throughout the GTA. 


and greater amounts of compost available. 





ICAt.PRO 



B9.6-5 



Criteria/lndioitor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by ItMlicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


Polenlial effect on employment 


Potential minor direct employment gains in 
IC&I collection, sotting, composting, dry 




^ 




and wet waste processing and consulting 




» 




Magnitude, timing, and direction of efrects 


. 




* 


is uncertain. 








- Potential minor direct employment gains in 


■*■ ' . 






the construction of additional dry waste 


" 




processing and mixed waste processing 


i 






facilities and compost facilities. 


• 




Potential effect on economic 


- Potential minor direct economic benefits 


development 


are likely to result from ICAl collection. 








sotting, composting, and consulting. 


•' 




• 


Magnitude, timing and direction of effects 


. 




■ 


is uncertain. 








Currently, some large institutions, 
businesses and industries send organic 








waste to compost facilities. Mandated 


."« 




' 


processing of all waste may negatively 
impact small and independent institutions. 




1 ■ ?: 




businesses and industries. Improved waste 


. 


• 




hauling service, staff time, infrastructure 




. 


' 


and space would be required. 


" 






Potential for difficulty ip maiieting 




' 


■'■ 


compost may mean that there is likely no 








economic benerit, except for tipping fees 


r 






saved by composting. 




^ 




In the IC&l sector, a greater number of 




. . 




institutions, industries and businesses arc 






, 


rrcngnizing that waste must be tre^ed as a 








resource. Just as businesses increasingly 


• 






seek to rationally manage human and fiscal 








resources, so also is the value of waste 




' 


■ 


being lecugnized. 







ICAIPRO 



B9.6-6 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Errects 


System Net EfTccta 


Advantagea/Dlndvantaftes 




by Indicator 


by Criteiion 


by Criterion 


Potential effect on economic 


' Innovative institutions and companies that 






development (cont'd) 


seek to reduce.reuse and identify markets 
for recycled materials will probably be 
moTt competitive than those (hat don't. 
Government can help institutions, 
commercial enterprises and industry in the 




• 




transition. Adverse effects of regulations 
could be partially mitigated by establishing 
sufficient phase-in poiods for each sector 
and each type of initiative. Waste aiidits 




• ■ 




and waste reduction woikplans may not 


■ 






require a long phase-in; packaging audits 


,i 






and packaging reduction workplans may 






■ 


require somewhat longer, because of the 








need to rationalize the related 


- 






manufacturing processes. 








Potential for Government programs such as 








the Ontario Waste Exchange to aid 


■ . 






industry in lowering costs of capital 








purchases. 






Potential operational effects on 


This System may represent an added cost 


institutions, commercial enterprises and 


to many if not most of the IC&I sector, in 






industry 


particular smaller institutions, industries 
and businesses. Mandatory waste audits. 


'' 


. '■ 




waste reduction action plans and packaging 






• 


reduction action plans likely may not be 
too costly to implement. These negative 
effects could be minimized by both private 


I 






and public actimi. 


• 






Potential for most ICAI generator? to be 








negatively affected by lack of space. 








leading to potential health effects and 




i 











IC&I.PRO 



B9.6-7 



Criterianndicator 


System N«t EfTects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagca/DJaadvantages | 


= 


by Indioitor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion | 


Ctmm**^>'Mmmtit§bmommA9mtaiB ■/:'"■■ 




1 


y Distribution or socio-economic effects 


Potential ios negative distributional effect 


Potential negative distributional effects 


Advantages - . 


on industry and population groups 


on some local communities, population 


from IC&I facilities on a few local groups. 






groups, institutions, industries and 


institutioiu, businesses and industries. 


Potential positive future 




businesses located near increased number 




generational effect is greater than 




of private dry waste processing facilities. 


Potential positive future generational effect 


that of Systems 1-4. 




composting facilities and mixed waste 


with the current generation bearing the 






processing facilities, as they may be 


cosU for the change to more sustainable 


Disadvantases 




affected by nuisance effects and 


behaviour. 






displacement , while other residents served 




• Potential for negative distributional 




by the faciUty are unaffected. Effects may 


Potential for these regulations to negatively 


effects from new and existing 




be reduced with consultation and proper 


affect smaller \CA\ generators. 


facilities greater than that of all 




majiagement. Mitigation to include ptopcr 


- ■ 


other systems. 


. 


plimning, siting and design. 


' 




- ■ 


Potential for smaller businesses. institutioDS 
and industries covered under these 


- 


- ■ 


• 


regulations to be more significantly 






\ 


affected than large ones because of their 


--; 






smaller economies of scale. This may he 


■' 






partially off-sci by the opponunitics 


• ■ 






provided to the small IC&I operations by 




' 




the community recycling centres in Peel 


■ 


, , 




and reuse programs throughout the GTA. 


• 


*' 


Distribution of lifestyle effects 


No effects noted. 


Potential future generation effects of 


Potential for positive effect through wiser 


System 


use of resources and conservation of the 
environment for use/enjoyment through 
recycling, composting, repair/reuse. 




- 




Current generation bears the greater costs 


. , 






for changing to more sustainable 




, 




behaviour. 







IC&I PRO 



TABLE B10.1 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Greater Toronto Area 



Syatein 1 • IC&I Eristing 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantages/Disadvantages 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 










'■", ■ ' ;■ ■■ ;', '.■■;;::' ' . '^: 




Participation in 3Rs 


■ Some snmll IC&I gcncraiore will 


■ Willingness to participate, generally a 


Advanlaees 




pailicipatc in curbsidc Blue Box System 


positive attitude and a degree of 






wheie service is available. 


willingness to pay for waste 


Potentially nwre acceptable to IC&I 






management measures by some IC&I 


sector than Systems 2-6 because of the 


. 


■ Some major IC&l waste generators will 


generators. 


minimal amounts of regulation and 




participate in source separation of dry and 




emphasis on voluntary measures. 




wet recyclables. 


Generally, larger iC&l goierators will 








be more willing to pay and participate 


Potential for negative financial and 




■ SortK major IC&l waste goierators will 


to a higher degree than small gen«^ors 


operational impacts is less than that of 


■ 


voluntarily complete waste audits, waste 


because of greater access to resources 


Systems 2-6. 




reduction initiatives and emphasize 


and larger economies of scale. 






reduction and reusable packaging (eg. thin- 




Disadvantages U 




walling). 


Where municipal Blue Box service is 








available, small businesses are likely to 


' Potential for participation is limited to 




' Participation by smaller generators will not 


participate. 


only a small percentage of waste 




be as high as larger generators because of 




generators due to lack of regulation. 




lack of resources (financial and human) 


' Willingness to compost by many IC&I 


Potential is less than that of Systems 




and smaller economies of scale. 


generators provided diere is no 
interniption in the acceptance of 


2-6. 


y 


' Some iC&l associations will participate 


organics at composting facilities. 






and encoutage their members to be more 








active in 3Rs. 





IC&IEXI.SA 



BlO.1-2 



Criteria/Indicstor 


System Net EfliKts 


System Net Effectt 


XdrtttlagiafDisadmamgts 




b> Indicatar 


by Criterkm 


by Criterkn 


Aniludes and Perceptions Towards 3Rs 


IC&l generators of compost waste will be 








more willing to pay for composting 








provided these facilities continue to operate 


■ - - 






and accept the maietial. The periodic 


- 


^ 




closing down of these facilities creates 






■ 


difficulties for IC&I generatora. 


' 






• Grocery and food service industry will be 




*■ '■■ 




interested in donation of food to reuse 








organizations, but are concerned about 


- 


' 




potential liability. Impiementation of 


. >■- 


' 




"Good Samaritail" legislation would 


, ?■ 




* 


address this concern. 




1 ^ ^ _ 


• 


Positive attitude by many IC&l generator; 


- 






to participation in 3Rs, but pteference is 


" 




a 


for voluntary measures rdher than 






■'. 


regulations. 




. 




The institutional sector appears more 


- 


' 




wilhng to implement 3Rs programs than 






• 


the commercial and industrial sectcws. 




.'.■ 




Generally, 3Rs programs foster greater 


■ 






employee pride and enthusiasm and can 


• 






lead to corporate pride. 


. 




Willingness to Pay 


ICAI sector will not be enthusiastic, but 




will generally comply with the extra costs 








imposed by landfill bans. 

By implementing a variety of voluntary 
programs, the IC&l sector is indicating 




■ 


1 " 


that they are willing to pay some costs. 





IC&lEXl.SA 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



TABLE B10.2 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

Greiter Twonto Area 



Syrtem 2 - iC&l ErisUna/Committwl 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EITccta 


System Net Effects 


Advantagea/Diadvantagcs 




by indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


^i4v^BH^^^vj^^ :^n^^^t •nnn^j^^^^^^Pf 






Participation in 3Rs 


- Some small IC&I generators will 


Willingness to participate, gcn«alty a 


Advantases 




participate in municipal curbside Blue 


positive attitude and a degree of 






Box System. 


willingness to pay for waste 


l\>lentially more acceptable to the IC&I 






management nteasures by some IC&I 


sector than Systems 3-6 because the 




Potential increase in participation by 


generators. Potential negative attitudes 


regulations are targeted lo the IC&I 


■ 




towards new 3Rs regulations. 


sectors that can best implement waste 




of recycling centres in Peel and reuse 




management measures. 




programs throughout the GTA. 


Potential for larger IC&I gerterators to 


1 
Participation may be limited to the small 






be willing to pay and participate to a 




Potential increase in the proportion of 


higher degree than small generators 


percentage of IC&I generators covered 




major fC&l waste generators that source 


because of greater access to resources 


by the regulations, although some 




separate dry and wel tecyclables. 


aiKl larger economies of scale. 


smaller opoators may participate. 
Potential for participation is greater than 


.- 


• Provincial 3Rs regulations will force 


- Where Blue Box service and recycling 


that of System 1. 




major IC&I waste generators to 


centres are available, small businesses 




participate in waste and packaging 


will be likely to participate. 


Potential for negative flnancial and 




audits, reduction plans and mandatory 




operational impacts less than that of 


„ 


source separation. Some IC&I waste 


IC&I operators not covered by the 


Systems 3-6- 




generators have voluntarily implemented 


regulations may voluntarily participate 


1 




these initiatives. 


more in waste diversion. 


Disadvaotaxes 




' Participation by smaller generators will 




' Participation may be limited to the small . 




not be as high because of lack of 




percentage of IC&I generators covered 




resources (financial and human) and 


• 


by the regulations, although some 




smaller economics of scale. 




smaller operators may participle. 
Potential participation less than that of 




Potential for IC&l associations lo 




Systems 3-6. 




increase their level of participation. 







BlO.2-2 



CriteriWlndkator 



System Net Effects 
by Indicmtor 



Sytttm Net Effects 
by Criterion 



Advanlaiies/DisMl vantages 
by Criterion 



Attitudes and Perceptions Towards 3Rs 



Willingness lo Pay 



IC&I generators of compost waste will 
be mote willing lo pay for composting, 
provided these facilities continue to 
operate and accept the material. The 
periodic closing down of these facilities 
creates difficulties for IC&l generators. 
Grocery and food service industry arc 
interested in donation of food lo reuse 
organizations, but are concerned about 
potential liability. Implcmcnution of 
"Good Samaritan" legislation would 
addiess this concern. 
Potentially negative attitudes on Ihe part 
of IC&] waste generators to the 
provincial 3Rs regulations. Positive 
attitude by many IC&l generators to 
panicipaie in 3Rs, but preference is for 
voluntary measures rather than 
regulations. 

The institutional sector appears more 
willing 10 implement 3Rs programs than 
Ihe commercial and industrial sectors. 
Potential for those no4 covered by the 
regulation to- increase their volunlflry 
efforts to address the possibility 
expanded regulation. 



The IC&I sector will probably not be 
enthusiastic, but will comply with the 
extra costs resulting from the provirKial 
3Rs regulations. Some may realise a 
cost advantage. , 

The IC&l sector will most likely 
continue to pursue individual initiatives 
in waste management and thetefore 
demonstrate a willingness to pay some 
costs. 



System is potentially less acceptable to 
the IC&l sector than System 1. 

This System has more negative financial 
and operational impacts than System I . 



iC&ICOM.SA 



TABLE B10.3 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Greiter Toronto Area 



Syrtcni 3 - IC&i Extended 3R» Rccihition» 



1 Criteria/Indicator 


System Nei Effects 


System Net ElTcctt 


AdvantagM/Dlsadvantagca 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


QiM«i'l''l^to£^l^^Mliiltf :- , '. 




;|Hliliii''' ' 




Participation in 3Rs 


Some small IC&l generators will 




Advantages 




participate in municipal cuibside Blue 


positive attitude and a degree of 




- 


Box System. 


willingness to pay for waste 


Potential for participation significantly 






management measures by some ICAl 


greater than that of Systems 1 and 2. 




Potential increase in paiticipation by 


generators. Potential negative attitudes 






small \C&\ generators with the addition 


towards these more compfehensive 


Potential for negative attitudes and 




of recycling centres in Peel and reuse 


regulations. 


perceptions less than thai of Systems 5 


. 


programs throjighout the GTA. 


It is likely larger IC&I generators will 


and 6. 


. 


- Potential significant increase in the 


be willing to pay and participate to a 


Potential for negative financial and 




propoftion of major IC&I waste 


higher degree than small generators 


operational effects less than that of 




generators that source separate dry 


because of greater access to resources. 


Systems 5 and 6. N 




recyclables. 


larger economies of scale and 


Disadvantages 






experience in waste management. 




System 3 regulations will force most 








\CA\ waste generators to participate in 


Where Blue Box service and recycling 


- Potential for negative attitudes and 


■. 


waste and packaging audits, rtvhirtion 


centres are available, more small 


perceptions on the part of more IC&I 




plans and mandatory source separation (in 


businesses will be likely to participate. 


waste generators to the increased level 




particular dry materials). Some of these 


■ 


and coverage of regulation, at least in 




IC&l waste generators have voluntarily 


. ■ 


the short term. Potential for negative 


■ ■ ■ 


implemented these initiatives. 


• 


attitudes greater than that of Systems 1 
and 2. 




Participation by smaller generators will 






not be AS high because of lack of 




' PMential for participation less than that 




resources (financial and human) and 




of System 6. 




smaller economies of scale. 


■' 


Potential for negative financial and 


• 


Potential for iC&I associations to 




operational impacts greater than that of 




increase their level of paiticipation and 
their members' paiticipation. 


■ 


Systems 1 and 2. 



IC&IEXT.SA 



B 1 0.3-2 



Criteria/IiMlicator 


System Net Effects 
by Indkator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Ad vantage^Dind vantages 
by Criterion 


Attitudes and Perceptions Towards 3Rs 


■ Grocery and food service industry are 
. interested in donation of food to reuse 
organizations, but are concerned about 
potential liability issues. Imfdcmentation 
of "Good Samaritan" legislation would 
address this concern. 


-_ 


- 




' Potentially negative attitudes on the part 
of ICAI waste generators to System 3 
regulations, in particular if maitets arc 
not well developed. 


•r 


• • 




Hie institutional sector appears more 
willing to implement 3Rs programs than 
the oMnmerdal and industrial sectors. 




■ 


■ . 


Positive attitude by many ICAI 
generators to paiticipalion in 3Rs. but 
preference is for voluntary measures 
rather than regulatioiu. 


t ^ 




Willingness to Pay 


The irAI sector will probably not be 
enthusiastic, but will comply with the 
extra cosu imposed by the regulations. 


- 


ICAl generators of compost waste will be 
more willing to pay for composting, 
provided these facilities continue to 
operate and accept the material. The 
periodic closing down of these facilities 
creates difficulties for IC&I generators. 




' •, 




• The.lC&l sector will most likely continue 
to pursue individual initiatives in waMe 
management and therefore demonstrate a 
willingness to pay some costs. 


' ■ 


'■ « t 
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TABLE B10.4 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

Greater Toronto Area- 
System 4 - ICAI Expanded 3Rs Regulations 



Criteria/lDdiutor 


System Net Effects 


System Net Effects 


Advantagcs/DiswivaDtagcs 




by Indicator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


CriMm 1 : BetUM n^^ij '-mBM 






Participation in 3Rs 


■ Some small IC&l generators will 


- Willingness to participate, generally a 


Advaniaees 




participate in municipal curbside Blue 


positive altitude and a degree of 






Box System. 


willingness to pay for waste 


Potential for panicipaticm greater than 






managerrtent measures by some IC&I 


that of Systems 1 and 2. 


k 


■ Potential increase in participation by 


generators. Potential negative attitudes 






small IC&] generators with the addition 


towards mandated source separation. 


' Potential for negative attitudes and 


' 


of recycling centres in Peel and reuse 




perceptions less than (hat of Systems 5 




programs throughout the GTA. 


- It is likely larger IC&I generators will 


and 6. 






be willing to pay and participate to a 






Potential signiHcant increase in the 


higher degree than small generators 


Potential for negative flnancial and 


.. 


proportion of-major IC&l waste 


because of greater access to resources. 


operational effects less than that of 




generators that source separate dry 


larger economies of scale and 


Systems S and 6. 




recyctables. 


experience in waste management. 


Disadvantages 




' System 4 regulations will force most 


' Where Blue Box service arc recycling 




' 


IC&l waste generators to panicipate in 


centres are available, small businesses 


- Potential for negative attitudes and 




waste and packaging audits, reduction 


will be likely to participate. 


perceptions on the part of more IC&I 




plans and mandatory source separation of 




waste generators to the increased level 




dry recyclables. Some IC&l waste 




and coverage of regulation greater than 








that of Systems 1 and 2. at least in the 


V 


these initiatives. Voluntary participation 
by smaller generators may not be as high 




short term. 




because of lack of resources (nnancial 




Potential for negative financial and 


. ,0 


and human) and smaller economies of 




operational impacts greater than that of 




scale. 


. 


Systems 1 and 2. 


" 


■ Potential for IC&I associations to 




Potential for participation less than that 




increase their level of participation and 




of System 6. 




their members' participation. 
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Cliteria/lDdicator 


System Nel Effects 


System Net EITecIs 


Advantages/ENsadvantsges 




by indicaliH' 


by Criterion 


by Criterkw 


Attitudes and Perceptions Towards 3Rs 


Grocery and food service industry are 
interested in donation of food to reuse 
organizations, but are concerned about 


• 


1 


■ 


potential liability issues. Impieinentation 
of "Good Satnarilan" legislation would 
address this concern. 


' 




, 


■ The institutional sector appears more 




. 


. • 


willing to implement 3Rs programs than 








the commercial aixl industrial sectors. 




• 


- 


Generally, positive attitudes by many 
IC&l getKratofs to participation in the 


' 




- 


3Rs, but preference is for voluntary 




' 




measures rather than regulations. 
Potentially negative attitudes on the part 
of ICAI waste generators to System 4 
regulations, in particular if markets are 
nd well developed. 


, 


- 






- 


' 






Willingness to Pay 


' IC&I generators of compost waste will be 








more willing to pay for composting. 


" 


. 




provided these facilities continue to 








operate atxl accept the material. The 








periodic closing down of these facilities 








creates difficulties for ICd^l generators. 




• 




The IC&l sector may be opposed to the 


* - ; 




■ 


extra costs imposed by the regulations. 


. 






The IC&l sector will most likely continue 
to pursue individual initiatives in waste 
management and therefore demonstrate a 
willingness to pay some costs. 
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TABLE B10.5 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 



REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY 
SYSTEM 



Greater Toronto Area 



: Sygtem 5 - IC&I EiiMiiided 3Rs RegiilatioM with Onf nica 



Criteria/Indicator 


System Net EfTccta 


Synitm Net Effects 


AdvantagM/Disad vantages 




by Indkalor 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 








Participation In 3Rs 


Some small IC&l gcnoiiton will 


Willingness to participate, generally a 


Advantages 


, 


participate in municipal curfoside Blue Box 








system. 


willingness to pay for waste 


■ Potential for participation greater than 






management measures by some IC&l 


that of Systems 1 and 2. 




■ Potential increase in paiticipati(»i by smalt 


generators. Potential negative 






IC&l generators with the addition of 


attitudes towards mandated organic 


Potential for negative attitudes and 


■ • 


recycling centres in Peel and reuse 


waste separation on the pan of small 


perceptions less than thai of System 6. 




programs throughout the GTA. 


and independent IC&l generators. 


Potential for negative financial and 




• Potential signiricani increase in the 


- It is likely larger IC&I generators 


opetational effects less than that of 




proportion of IC&l waste generator that 


will be witling to pay and participate 


System 6. 


'. • 


source separate dry recyclablcs and wet 


lo a higher degree than small 




• 


waste. 


generators because of greater access 
to resources, larger economies of 


Disadvantases ' . 




System 3 regulations will force IC&l waste 


scale and experience in waste 


Potential for negative attitudes and 


* 


generators to participate in waste and 


management. 


perceptions on the part of some IC&I 


■* . 


packaging audits, reduction plans and 




waste generators due to the increased 




mandatory dry and wet waste source 


' Where Blue Box service and 


level and coverage of regulation, in 




separation. 


recycling centres aie available, small 


particular, from small and independent 






businesses will be likely to 


generators of organic waste (e.g., small 




Participation by smaller generators will not 


participate. 


gnvery stores). Potential for negative 


. . 


be as high because of lack of resources 




attitudes greater than that of Systems 1 • 




(niiancial and human) and smaller 


■ IC&I generators will lilicty 


4. 




economies of scale. 


significantly increase their level of 


"■ 






composting provided there is no 


Potential for participation less than that 




Potential for IC&I associations to increase 


inlemiption in the acceptance of 


of System 6. 




their level of participation and their 


organics at composting facilities. 






member's participation. 


. 


Potential for negative financial and 
operation impacts greater than thai of 
Systems 1-4. 
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CriterWIndicator 


System Net Eflects 
by Indicator 


System Net Effects 
by Criterion 


Advanlages/INaM) vantages 
by Criterioa 


Attiludes and Perceptions Towards 3Rs 


- IC&] generators of compost waste may be 
more willing in the future to pay for 
composting providing these facilities 
continue to operate and accept the 
material. The periodic closing down of 
these facilities creates difficulties for IC&I 
generators. The acceptaiKe of this System 
in pan will be based on continual 
acceptance of large volunies of iCM 
organic waste. 

Grocery and food service industry are 
interested in donation of food to reuse 
organizations, but are concerned about 
potential liabiHty issues. Implementation 
of "Good Samaritan" legislation would 
address this concern, . . 

F^Meiilially negative attitudes on the part of 

particular smaller ones) to System 5 
regulations, because of added costs and 
operational changes required. 




_ 


Willingness lo Pay 


The ICAI sector, in particular those 
generators of organics, may be strongly 
opposed to these extra costs imposed by 
the regulations. 
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TABLE B10.6 
SYSTEM NET EFFECTS : SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY 

Grwitw Toronto Arp 

Syitem 6 • IC&I No Unproccgacd Waste to LandBy 



Critcria/IiKlkatar 


Syttem Net ERecti 


System Net Eflects 


Advantagea/Dindvaiilages 




by Indtcator 


by Criterion 


by Criterion 


^Smriml-tW^^BS^'"^ 








Participation in 3Rs 


Some small IC&I generators will 


Willingness to participate, generally a 


Advantages 




participate in municipal cuibside Blue 


positive attitude and a degree of 






Box System. 


willingness to pay for waste 


Potential for participation greater than 






management measures by some IC&I 


that of Systems 1 -5 because of the 




Potential increase in paiticipation by 


generators. Potential negative attitudes 


extent and coverage of regulation. 




small IC&l generators with the addition 


towards these very comprehensive 






of recycling centres in Peel and reuse 


regulations, in particular on the part of 


Disadvantages 




programs throughout the OTA. 


small and independent IC&l waste 


■■* 






generators. 


' Potential for very negative attitudes and 


* 


Potential incmiKr in the proportion or 




perceptions on the part of some IC&I 




IC&i gmerators that source separate dry 


It is likely larger IC&I generators will 


waste generators because of the 




waste. 


be willing to pay and participate to a 


increased level of regulation, increased 






higher degree than small generators 


cost of processing the wastes and 




■ System 6 regulations will force IC&I 


because of greater access to resources. 


increa.sed operational problems. 




waste generators to participate in waste 


laiger economies of scale and 


Potential for negMive attitudes greater 




and packaging audits, reduction plans and 


experience in waste management. 


than that of Systems 1-5. 




mandatory source separation of dry waste. 










' Where Blue Box service is available. 


PMcntial for negative financial and 




■ Paiticipation by smaller generators will 


small businesses will be likely to 


operational impacts greater than that of 




increase. Mandatory mixed waste 


paiticipate. 


Systems 1-5. 




processing forces small generators to 








comply they may do so at less 








operational cost (staff and space) but with 


their level of composting provided there 






greater financial costs. 


is no interruption in the acceptance of 
organics at composting facilities. 


• 


... 


- Potential for IC&I associations to 






- 


increase their level of paiticipation and 
their member's paiticipation. 




■ 
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CritcruiAiidkator 


System Net Etttcta 
by Indkator 


System Net EfTecto 
by Criterion 


Advanlaees/DisadvtntaKes 
by Criterion 


Altitudes and Perceptions Towards 3Rs 


Grocery and food service industry are 
interested in donation of food to reuse 
organizations, but are concerned about 
potential liability issues. Implementation 
of "Good Samaritan" iegisl^ion would 
address this concern. 

Potentially strong negative attitudes on 
the part of many IC&l waste generators 
(in particular small ones) Eo System 6 
regulations, because of added costs and 
need for signiHcant operational changes. 


- 




Willingness to Pay 


• The ICAl sector may be very opposed to 
the extra costs imposed by the regulations 
and in particular, the need for mandatory 
processing of all waste. 
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SCHEDULE C: 
REGIONAL MUNICIPAL STAFF INTERVIEW SUMMARY 



1.0 I^lrpose of interviews 

Regional Municipal staff were interviewed to obtain their views on the obstacles and potential 
for increased 3Rs diversion in their Regions. The interviews are to be supplemented by the 
GTA Resident Survey. 



2.0 Representative Selection Criteria/Approacli 

Regional staff interviews were conducted by Hardy Stevenson and Associates in Apri!, 1993. 
Staff in the five Regions were identified by Hardy Stevenson and Associates in consultation 
widi RIS. They were determined to be the most knowledgable staff on 3Rs and/or were 
familiar with the GTA 3Rs Analysis Project. 

Those interviewed included senior planners, waste managemetil commissioners and 
administrators of a Region's waste management program. 

The regions had waste management/diversion programs that included: 

central and local composting sites, ' ' ■ 

blue box collection programs, 

MRFs, 

Household Hazardous Waste Depots and, 

garbage collection services. 

The thirty minute telephone interview for Regional representatives comprised eighteen 
questions (Schedule D) concerning: 

existing, possible and/or pending regional 3Rs policies, 

existing, possible and/or pending lower tier municipal 3Rs policies, 

perceived and/or documented 3Rs attitudes and behaviours in the residential and IC&I 
sectors, 

obstacles to increased waste diversion in the residential and IC&I sectors. 
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existing, possible and/or pending waste management/diversion initiatives and, 
division of responsibility problems between the region and local municipalities. 

3.0 List of Regioiia] and Municipal Representative Key Contacts 

The following is a complete list of regional and municipal representatives interviewed and 
the date of the interviews. 



1. Region of Ehirham 

Peter Watson - Public Works 
April 15, 1993 

2. Peel Region 

Lisa Morgan-Fraser 
Glenn Williams 
April 16, 1993 

3. Halton Region 
Vic Lesnicki 
Art Mercer 

• April 19, 1993 

4. Metro Toronto 
Andy Pollock 
April 19, 1993 



York Region was contacted on April 15, 1993. Upon request, the interview guide was faxed 
by Elizabeth Margies of Hardy Stevenson and Associates to Jeff Flewelling for deliberation 
and consultation with the Region's Board. Three telephone calls from Mark Stevenson to Jeff 
Flewelling ensued. York Region did not respond. 



4.0 Summary of Key Points and Findings 

None of the Regions surveyed have implemented official or draft 3Rs policies, principles or 
guidelines. None of the Regions' area municipalities have mandatory 3Rs by-laws. Peel and 
Halton Regions have implemented landfill bans on certain materials. Halton Region has a 
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landfill ban on recyclable material. 

Three of the four Regions (Durham, Peel and Metro) surveyed have conducted (either 
internally or through contracting out) surveys to assess 3Rs attitudes, behaviours, and the 
success/influence of educational or promotional programs. Durham and Peel Regions 
mentioned the need for continued education and promotion to overcome the obstacles to 
increasing waste diversion in the residential sector. 

Three Regions (Durham, Peel, Halton) mentioned that people seem to believe that they are 
participating enough in 3Rs activities and have no more time for increased 3Rs activities. 
This is seen as a barrier to increased waste diversion. 

Three Regional representatives (Peel, Halton and Metro) cited the continued cross border 
hauling of IC&I waste as a barrier to increased waste diversion. 

Peel and Halton Regions noted the attempt to unload or place inappropriate waste in landfill 
as an obstacle to increased waste diversion. 

Peel and Halton Regions noted the inclusion of contaminated material in blue boxes as an 
obstacle to increasing waste diversion. 

Peel and Halton Regions noted an entanglement of jurisdictional responsibilities between 
Regions and area municipalities. Durham and Metro Regions were satisfied with the current 
division of responsibilities between the Region and area municipalities. 

Centralized composting facilities were noted by two Regions (Peel and Halton) as 
components of a five year 3Rs plan. 

More effective Household Hazardous Waste programs are initiatives for two Regions (Peel 
and Halton). 

Direct cost systems, or pay-by-bag garbage collection programs, are being considered by Peel 
and Halton Regions. Metro has suggested this as a consideration to its area municipalities 
but has no jurisdiction to enforce such a program. 

Peel and Halton Regions are considering some form of mixed waste processing and/or 
collection program. Durtiam has not considered this type of program. Metro will not 
implement this type of program because of capital costs, the failure rates of existing mixed 
waste facilities, and because a mixed waste facility runs contrary to its philosophy of personal 
involvement in waste diversion. 
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Three out of four Regions surveyed (Durham, Peel and Metro) indicated that 3Rs initiatives 
are stalled because they have been waiting for some time for direction, guidelines and policies 
from the Province. - 



5.0 Summary of Findings by Region 

5.1 Durham Region 

Currently, Durham Region and its local municipalities have no official or draft 3Rs policies, 
principles or guidelines. The Region is waiting for direction from the MOEE regarding 
official guidelines for 3Rs initiatives. 

In the early 90' s, Durham Region conducted a telephone survey to gauge the impact of the 
Region's 3Rs promotion programs. Approximately two hundred households were surveyed. 

Obstacles to increasing the amount of waste diverted in the Residential sector include the 
public perception that enough is being accomplished through the existing blue box 
program(s). Therefore, the Region must continue its promotional and educational programs 
to inform the public of the continued need for waste diversion/management. 

Duriiam Region has little involvement with the IC&I sector except for helping with waste 
audits. The Region owns no landfill and takes an insignificant amount of IC&I recyclables. 
There is no reason to conclude that this situation will change. 

Garbage collection is a municipal rather than Regional jurisdiction. Therefpre, the Durham 
representative could not speak to the issue of a possible direct cost or pay-by-bag collection 
system. However, the Region is not aware of any concerns of the lower tier municipalities 
regarding a pay-by-bag system. 

The Region is not considering: 

a wet/dry waste diversion program; 
a mixed waste processing facility; or, 
a neighbourhood composting facility. 

The Region is setting up a fully operational leaf and yard waste composting facility. 

There have been no complaints regarding the Regional leaf and yard waste composting 
facility. Residents called for information about the facility operations. The Region sent out 
a letter explaining the purpose of the facility, and invited interested parties for a tour of the 
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facility. The same letter was sent regarding the Regional MRF. No complaints were 
registered. 

Neither the leaf and yard waste composting facility nor the Regional MRF can be expanded 
because the sites are too small. 

The Region experiences no inefficiencies or barriers to waste diversion programs because of 
the division of responsibilities between the Region and lower tier municipalities. 



5.2 Peel Region . . 

Peel Region does not have an official 3Rs master plan. The draft 3Rs policy has not been 
approved. 

Peel Region is waiting for clarification from the Province regarding 3Rs initiatives. Until 
then, there is difficulty in developing policies because the Region's and municipalities' roles 
will be established once the MOEE regulations are in place. 

There arc no specific Regional or municipal 3Rs by-laws, except IC&I bans on landfill and 
charges for those who do not comply. 

Mississauga hired the Long Group to survey residents who participated in the wet/dry pilot 
project. Community meetings were held to discuss participation or the lack thereof. The 
Mississauga Clean City Campaign will be conducted with kitchen table chats of 
approximately 100 pilot area participants. 

The Region hired the Long Group to survey residents and businesses in an informal meeting 
environment. The survey was designed to assess knowledge of waste management, 
government roles, and, where and how information regarding waste management was/should 
be disseminated. 

The Peel Region representatives highlighted numerous obstacles to increasing waste diversion 
in the residential sector. These included: 

people in larger urban centres perceive more of a time constraint to participating in 
3Rs programs; 

reaching people efficiently with communication, advertising and promotion initiatives 
is difficult in large urban centres, and more difficult with nine or ten different 
languages represented; 
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baclcyard composting suffered because media reports linked composting to a rodent 
problem;, 

direct cost systems are difficult to implement because waste management is a political 
issue and a service that people traditionally have not paid for properly. 



Peel Region noted two obstacles to increasing waste diversion in the IC&I sector: a continued 
attempt to unload banned material at landfill; and, continued waste hauling over the border 
to the United States. ... . 

Peel Region representatives identified many 3Rs initiatives that will or may take place over 
the next five years: 

Peel Region is examining the feasibility of a joint venture with the Region of Halton 
for a centralized composting facility. ' • , 

Homogenization of blue box programs and direct cost systems for the residential 
sector may occur. 

Disentanglement between the Region and the municipalities will occur: 

Community recycling centres and Household Hazardous Waste depots at these centres 
will be established throughout the Region. This system will include bins for specific 
wastes at local areas such as shopping malls, and will be provided to local businesses. 

Neighbourhood recycling depots will be established with street-locked collection 
containers in the downtown cores and in multi-residential dwellings. 

A Regionally owned but privately operated MRF will be constructed. 

Peel Region is currently researching possible direct cost initiatives for garbage collection 
services. 

The centralized composting facility would be a food/yard waste, 3 stream wet/dry facility. 

Brampton is considering a neighbourhood composting facility. 

There were a few odour complaints regarding the Region's leaf and yard waste composting 
facility. The effect was mitigated with a more frequent turning of the compost material. 
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The Peel Region representatives identified many inefficiencies and/or barriers to increased 
waste diversion created by tiie current division of responsibilities between the Region and 
lower tier municipalities: 

* The current division requires more effort to coordinate 3Rs programs and initiatives. 

If waste collection was centralized, the Region could save money. 

. Disentanglement would free up staff to work on future programs. 

. Streamlined programs would result in employees being more cognizant of their 

specific responsibilities. 

As long as there is a clear distinction of responsibilities between the Region and 
municipalities, the division can be helpful. 

53 Halton Region 

Halton Region has banned certain materials from landfill a& a 3Rs policy. The Region has 
also banned recyclables from landfill, which forces residents to recycle. 

No surveys have been undertaken to assess 3Rs attitudes and/or behaviour in the Region. 

The Halton Region representatives identified some obst^les to increased waste diversion 
initiatives in the residential sector: 

. More and more materials are being added to the recyclable stream and residential blue 

boxes are not large enough. The boxes are overflowing. 

People arc tired from work at the end of the day and are not receptive to further 
directives about what they have to do. 

Obstacles to increased waste diversion in the IC&I sector include: 

. Less expensive disposal fees in the U.S., which attract the Canadian IC&I sector and 

waste haulers. 
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Small businesses claim they cannot afford to participate in IC&I waste 
management/diversion initiatives but they produce too much waste to participate in 
residential blue box programs, which results in inefficient waste diversion and 
streaming. 

Over the next five years, Halton Region: 

is considering a wet/dry collection program; 

will increase the efficiency of Household Hazardous Waste management with a more 
effective but more expensive program; 

will continue to educate the public to "buy only what you need"; 

will consider banning the collection of grass; 

is considering implementing a direct cost system; 

hopes to see new markets for recycled material; and, 

hopes to see an IC&I shared model approach to dividing waste management/diversion 
costs and responsibilities between the Province and the IC&Is that generate the waste. 



Oakville has implemented a bag limit for garbage pick-up. Burlington will implement a bag 
limit in May, 1993. Halton Region is studying lifting mechanisms for collection trucks that 
would weigh bags. Halton is considering implementing a tag system that would limit the 
number of bags a household could put out according to the number of tags issued. 

There currently exists a user pay system at most of the Region's drop-off centre depots, 
regardless of the weight of the waste. At one depot, a cost is applied only after 150 kg. 

There is general agreement in the Region and lower tier municipalities that a direct cost 
system is feasible. 

The Region might consider a 3 stream (kitchen/yard organics, recyclables and garbage) 
wet/dry diversion program in two years. Pick up of food waste will remain a component of 
an every week system. 

The centralized composting facility will be a mixed waste processing facility. The site will 
also include a Household Hazardous Waste depot and landfill. 
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The Region is not considering neighbourhood composting facilities, although each 
municipality has a leaf and yard waste composting facility. 

There were significant odour complaints regarding the- Region's leaf and yard waste 
composting facility. The effect has been mitigated with the private contracting of facility 
operations. 

There is no regionally owned MRF. 

The Halton Region representatives noted that siting an expanded or other waste 
management/diversion facility is difficult because of the siting process and the need for an 
appropriate piece of land with an adequate surrounding buffered zone. 

Halton Region will be moving to a single tier waste management system where the Region 
would manage collection and disposal of residential waste. Currently, the Region is 
responsible for disposal and the municipalities are responsible for collection. There are 
difficulties in coordinating 3Rs programs with the current split jurisdiction. There is, 
however, a benefit to the current division of responsibilities between the Region and 
municipalities from the customer service point-of-view, i.e., local foremen are more accessible 
to answer concerns than in a larger Regional infrastructure. 

The Halton representatives cited a further need for door-to-door education of residents 
regarding the 3Rs. 

Halton is considering water reduction as a 3Rs initiative. 



5.4 Metro Toronto 

Metro had been preparing detailed draft policies as part of their Draft Waste Management 
Plan for the SWEAP program, but the IWA announcement has delayed consideration of the 
Plan. The Plan has not been approved by Council. 

There are no 3Rs by-laws in effect for the residential sector. IC&I is not within Metro's 
jurisdiction. 

There have been 3Rs attitudinal and behavioral surveys conducted by Poole- Adamson, Metro 
Works Committee and Virginia Maclaren. 

The Metro Toronto representative highlighted two obstacles encountered by Metro to 
increasing waste diversion in the residential sector: 
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The cost of programs and cost sharing with area municipalities. The program cost for 
blue box recycling is currently significantly greater than that for landfiUing. 

An existing agreement states that after five years, collection costs are to be passed 
from Metro to the area municipalities. This creates a burden for area municipalities 
since the recycling fleet has to be replaced. 

One obstacle for increasing waste diversion in the IC&I sector was identified: 

The low U.S. tipping fees attract cross border waste hauling. There is no incentive 
for Ontario manufacturers to participate in expensive recycling strategies if they can 
haul waste over the border at a significantly lower cost. 

Over the next five years Metro must contemplate the costs of continued 3Rs waste diversion 
programs, including incorporating the cost of recycling into die cost of the produa to be 
passed on to the consumer. . 

In the IC&r sector over the next five years: 

There should be changes in the export simation and marketing of recycled products. 

To be financially feasible for private sector collection, waste materials must have a 
high recycling value. Only a few materials currently do. New markets must be 
identified and encouraged. 

The proposed 3Rs regulations would help with both these issues by limiting export and 
stimulating new markets. 

Metro has suggested to area municipalities that they consider direct cost programs for garbage 
collection. However, Metro has no jurisdiction to enforce these suggestions,. 

The administration, and implementation of a direct cost system might be complex and 
therefore difficult to execute. The costs of starting and sustaining such programs might 
outweigh their possible benefits. 

Metro completed a 3 stream (organics/recyclables/garbagc) wet collection pilot project that 
included alternate week pick up of some streains. maintaining every week collection of food 
waste because of health and odour concerns. The results of the project are currently being 
evaluated. 
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A centralized mixed waste processing facility is not being considered by Metro due to the 
high failure rate of other similar facilities, coupled with the extreme capital costs associated 
with a mixed waste facility. Moreover, the Metro representative noted that mixed waste 
collection is contrary to Metro's 3Rs philosophy of personal involvement. 

Metro has some composting systems at multi-residential dwellings using a 3 bin system. 
Because there have been many problems with municipal composting faciUties, neighbourhood 
composting facilities are unlikely. 

There is a centralized composting facility at the North Duffcrin Transfer Station, but it is not 
operating since the wet collection pilot project has just been completed. There were some 
complaints about odour emanating from this facility. 

There have been no complaints registered regarding the operation of the MRF. 

The division of responsibilities between Metro and area municipalities has worked well for 
both jurisdictions. If the area municipalities had to assume the costs of blue box programs, 
they might re -evaluate the system and move to less frequent collection. 

The centralizing of recycled materials collection and markets has given Metro more leverage 
in the market, since it can offer greater volumes and a steadier supply of materials. 
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6.0 Regional Municipal Representative Interview Survey 

Region: 
Contact- Name: 
Telephone #: 

Date: ". * . 



Introduction 

1. Has Regional Council approved any 3Rs policies? 
(If yes may we obtain a copy) 



(If no) Has the Region developed draft 3Rs policies, principles or guidelines? 



2. Has the Region or any of the local municipalities approved any 3Rs by-laws (e.g., 
mandatory recycling by-laws)? 



3. Has the Region or the lower tier municipalities surveyed residents' attitudes to 3Rs? 
(If yes, may we obtain a copy of the survey) 

4. What do you think are the greatest obstacles to increasing the amount of waste 
diverted in the GTA by Residents and the Institutional, Commercijal and Industrial 

Sector? 

* 

Greatest obstacles to diversion by residents? 

Greatest obstacles to diversion by the Institutional, Commercial and Industrial Sector? 
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5. Over the next 5 years, what changes do you think might take place in the GTA in 
residential 3Rs programs and in IC&l programs? 



Changes in residential 3Rs programs? 

Changes in Institutional, Commercial and Industrial 3Rs Programs? 



Some municipalities have considered charging households by the bag for garbage or 
limiting the number of bags that a household can put out for pick-up each week. Has 
the Region considered charging households by the bag for garbage or placing a limit 
on the number of bags of garbage that each household is allowed to put out for 
pick-up? 

If yes, probe for the key considerations in the Region's discussions. 



7. Have any concerns been expressed by the lower tier municipalities about a 
pay-by -the-bag garbage system or on limiting the number of bags of garbage allowed? 



8. Has the Region considered a wet/dry waste diversion program? 

9. If yes, how many streams were considered? 



Why? 

(Probe re: two week storage of food waste) 



10. Has the Region considered a system that would require a mixed waste processing 



If yes, probe for difficulties and benefits of the siting and operation of the facility 
were identified? 
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1 1 . Neighbouiiiood composting facilities have been consideied in some municipalities. 
Has the Region considered establishing neighbourhood composting facilities? 

If yes what difTiculties and benefits were identified in establishing a neighbourhood 
composting facility? 

12. Are you aware of any complaints or concerns expressed about the Region's leaf and 
yard waste composting facility? 

13. If there is an MRF in the Region: 

Are you aware of any complaints or concerns expressed about the facility? 

14. Can you think of any difficulties with expanding your composting/MRF facility or 
with constructing larger composting or MRF facilities elsewhere in the GTA? 

Do you think any of the diffic\ilties you mentioned are related to the location of the 

facility? . . 

(e.g. types of land) ' - 



is, • Does the current division of 3Rs responsibilities between the local municipal 
government and the Region create any inefficiencies or other barriers to increasing the 
amount of waste diverted? 

(Interviewer Note: Disentanglement is the term used to improve coordination of the 
3Rs program). 

16* Does the current division of responsibilities create any benefits? 



If is Can you identify any other problems with the implementation of the municipality's 
3Rs policies or principles? (e.g. unionymanagement problems) 

18, Do you have any other concerns or comments regarding the 3Rs program in the 
region? 
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SCHEDULE D: 
IC&I ASSOCIATION INTERVIEW SUMMARY 



1.0 Purpose of the Interviews 

Interviews of representatives of the IC&I sector were required 

• to obtain information on the IC&I sector's attitudes and opinions on 3Rs activities 

affecting participation in existing 3Rs activities/programs, including: 

attitudes toward 3Rs (eg., benefits to the company/organization) 

knowledge of and cuntnt involvement in 3Rs activities 
. reasons for type and level of involvement 

, barriers to and opportunities for participation (e.g., costs, union procedures, 

insurance difficulties) 

expected future 3R behaviour 

input and suggestions to 3Rs options 

employment changes by type of activity 

K to obtain information on the acceptability of a number of future 3Rs waste diversion 

options and their potential effects on institutional, commercial and industry operations. 

2.0 Association Selection Criteria/AppFoach 

IC&I association interviews were conducted by Hardy Stevenson and Associates (HSA) in 
April and May, 1993. The IC&I associations interviewed were identified by Hardy Stevenson 
and Associates and Resource Integration Systems (RIS) based on an analysis of IC&I waste 
generators in the Greater Vancouver Regional Districts (GVRD). In consultation with RIS, 
HSA highlighted those IC&I sectors which generated the most waste in the GVRD based on 
RIS's assumption that the major waste generators would be the same for the GTA. 
Associations were identified for each IC&I sector. In addition, HSA identified associations 
which may not represent a single IC&I sector, but which has a definite interest in waste 
management (e.g., The Packaging Association of Canada). 

The forty-five minute telephone interview (Sec Schedule C-22) for IC&I representatives was 
comprised of twenty-three questions regarding: 

. number of member associations. 
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typical types of wastes generated by member associations, 

development of and participation in waste management initiatives of individual 
associations and parent associations, • . . 

obstacles and opportunities to increased waste diversion in the IC&I sector and 
implementation of 3Rs programs, 

regulations that have affected member associations, 

future 3Rs goals for member associations and parent associations, 

factors that would increase 3Rs initiatives and participation, and, 

specific ^pes of waste diversion programs. 
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Tablet 
Data Sources 



SIC Description 


Major ICAI Group 


% Waste 
Generated 








Retail - Food, Beverage, Drug. &. Tab. 


Retail 


12.55 


Health & Social Services 


Non-Commercial Services 


9.10 


Food & Beverage. Service 


Commercial Services 


8.69 


Transportation Industries 


Transportation, 
Communication, Utilities 


7.95 


Government Services - Local 


Public Administration 


6.05 


Education Services Industries 


Non-Conunercial Services 


3.84 


Retail Auto Sales, ParU, Service 


Retail 


3.4 


Manufacturing - Food 


Manufacturing 


2.94 


Business Services Industries 


Commercial Services 


2.77 


Accommodation Services 


Commercial Services 


2.55 


Retail - Furniture & Appliances 


Retail 


2.41 


Manufacturing Industry - Paper 


Manufacturing 




2.24 


Manufacturing Industry - Wood 


Manufacturing 


2.07 



Source: adapted froni CH 2M Hill. 1993 
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3.0 List of IC&I Representatives and Key Contacts 



The following is a complete list of IC&I associations, representatives and/or key contacts 
interviewed and the date of the interviews. 

1. Ontario Restaurant Association ' - 
Constance Wrigley 

April 23, 1993. . . 

2. The Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto 

Rosemary Colucci . . ' • 

April 23, 1993. , 

3. The Packaging Association of Canada 
Larry Dvorkin 

April 26, 1993. 

4. Canadian Federation of Independent Businesses 
Ted Mallet 

Aprir28, 1993. . 

5. The Toronto Board of Education 
Micke Foster 

April 29, 1993. 

6. Toronto Construction Association 
Paul Lasanti 

April 29, 1993. 

T» Canadian Council of Grocery Distributors * 

Arlene Lannon 
May 22, 1993. 

NB: Three other associations were contacted during the interview period. Interviews 
were not conducted because the associations' representatives did not return repeated 
telephone calls. In 3 cases the associations requested that the questionnaire be sent 
to them for review before they could conmiit to an interview. 



Page D-4 



Ministry of Environment and Energy 
GTA 3Rs Analysis-Sociid Environment Technical Append 



4.0 Summary of Key Points and Findings 

The varying and distinct enterprises and associations interviewed provided an equally diverse 
amount of information. However, there were some key conunon findings regarding the 
opportunities and constraints to increased waste diversion. 

4.1 Opportunities 

• Association members support waste reduction as a goal for the associations and 
individual member businesses. 

• The associations have developed or provided educational/promotional materials to 
their members on 3Rs. 

• There have been no legal liability problems due to 3Rs initiatives. 

• There have been significant changes in day-to-day operations of different businesses 
in the IC&I sector as a result of 3Rs programs. 



4.2 Constraints 

• All aspects of waste management represent significant costs to the IC&I sector. 
Member businesses are concerned with the costs of 3Rs initiatives and regulations, 

• The enterprises within the IC&I sector want an increased consultative role with the 
MOEE to communicate their specific concerns, and to have input to policy/guidelines 
where appropriate. 

• The lack of support by government, staff priorities, and lack of market infrastructures 
are obstacles to increasing waste diversion programs in the IC&I sector. 

• Tipping fees were cited as a regulation/policy that has created a competitive 
disadvantage. for GTA companies. 

• There have been significant changes in the day-to-day operations of different 
associations in the IC&I sector as a result of 3Rs programs (e.g. sorting waste). 

• Economies of scale are important. Larger IC&I generators will likely be able to 
implement programs with relatively greater ease than smaller IC&I generators. 
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5.0 Summary of Findings hy Association 

5.1 Ontario Restaurant Association 

The Ontario Restaurant Association has 2,700 members in its organization; fifty percent have 
operations in the GTA. 

The waste produced by member businesses typically includes thirty nine percent organic 
waste (recent Canadian Restaurant Association smdy). The remaining' sixty one percent of 
waste is made up primarily of paper, corrugated cardboard, glass bottles and plastics. 



Among members there is strong support for waste reduction as a business goal, if only to 
avoid having to pay high tipping fees. 

The Ontario Restaurant Association representative measured member involvement in 3Rs 
initiatives as follows: 

50% implementing packaging changes to reduce waste 

30% purchasing practices promoting 3Rs 

80% reducing materials used 

80% separating materials for garbage and recycling 

70% using recycled materials • 

20% implementing technological changes to reduce waste 

75% contracting waste haulers to take recyclables 

The Ontario Restaurant Association, as the parent organization, distributes any information 
regarding 3Rs programs, pilot projects and workshops to member businesses. 

The Ontario Restaurant Association representative rated the importance of the following in 
member businesses' 3Rs involvement: 

; Employee Interest Very Important 

Cost Competitiveness Very Important 

, Response to/ Anticipation of Regulations Not Very Important 

, Environmental Concern Not Very Important 

, . Good for Public Image Important 

Easily Implementable Very Important 

, Landfill Tipping Fees Important 

. Shareholder Interest Not Very Important 
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It was noted that aggressive 3Rs initiatives are more costly for smaller, non-chain restaurants 
that do not have the financial backing that chain restaurants might have (e.g., McEtonalds). 

The main obstacles to the implementation of 3Rs programs are cost and the lack of municipal 
infrastmctures to support the programs. However, there are no existing regulations that 
adversely affect member businesses. 

One major restaurant has changed its operations to include a 3Rs program by separating and 
selling its food waste to a farmer for animal feed. 

There could be some legal liability problems in executing 3Rs programs for restaurants, in 
that there are health concerns/risks in storing food waste and a lack of storage space for food 
waste in most restaurants. 

Most restaurant staff are supportive of 3Rs endeavours. Younger staff are more aware of 
environmental issues. Managers and owners may be less supportive because of the costs 
associated with implementing waste reduction/management programs. 

The lack of standardization of waste management/collection programs between municipalities 
creates some competitive disadvantages among member businesses. For restaurants in 
municipalities where businesses have to pay higher waste collection costs, less money can be 
redirected into the business and accumulate as profit. 

In the next two years the Ontario Restaurant Association will remain active in the MOEE 
Waste Reduction Office's Wet Waste Steering Committee. The Ontario Restaurant 
Association will support whatever endeavours and policies the Canadian Restaurant 
Association undertakes. 

Increased participation rates could be achieved with lower program costs, according to the 
association representative. 

Waste audits to identify the types of waste generated by different associations would lead to 
more effective waste management strategies in large urban centres like the GTA. 

The Association would like a continued and increased consultative role with the MOEE to 
develop industry specific waste management policies. 

The Ontario Restaurant Association representative noted that it is very important for member 
businesses to have a proactive image regarding the 3Rs. 
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5^ The Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto 

The Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto has approximately thirteen thousand member 
businesses with operations in the GTA. 

The Board representative could not speak to the issue of typical type(s) of waste generated 
by member businesses because the make-up of businesses is so diverse. The same was noted 
for questions regarding what percentage of businesses are involved in specific 3Rs initiatives. 
However, member businesses do support waste reduction as a goal. 

The Board of Trade produced a Waste Management Code of Practice which members were 
encouraged to adopt. The Board also publishes a monthly magazine in which there have been 
articles relating to successful 3Rs programs implemented by member businesses. 

The Board of Trade's representative rated the importance of the following in member 
businesses' 3Rs involvement: . 

Employee Interest Very Important 

Cost-Competitiveness Very Important 

Response to/ Anticipation of Regulation Very Important 

Environmental Concern Very Important 

Good for Public Image Very Important 

Easily Implementable Important 

Landfill Tipping Fees Important 

» Shareholder Interest Important 



The size of a business is a factor in responding to or developing 3Rs initiatives. 

The Board's representative noted the lack of education and a necessary infrastructure as 
significant obstacles to adopting 3Rs programs. 

The costs to business for waste management/diversion have been indirectly increased by the 
Waste Management Act, Provincial restrictions regarding landfill siting, and the prohibiting 
of incineration and transporting waste to willing conununities. 

The current waste management requirements such as tipping fees create a competitive 
disadvantage among businesses because fees are so much higher in Ontario than in 
surrounding jurisdictions, including the U.S. This situation forces businesses to haul their 
waste to areas with affordable tipping fees, (like the U.S.) at a transportation cost to waste 
generators. This also causes a reduction in business for landfill owners in Ontario. 
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Some businesses have installed retrofits for machinery as waste reduction endeavours. 

Workers have responded well to 3Rs initiatives, management less so. 

In the next two years, the Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto and member businesses 
will consider the implementation of further 3Rs initiatives. They recognize that they might 
be legislated to implement specific 3R$ programs. 

The Board's representative cited increased markets and education regarding existing markets 
for diverted material as helpful in increasing member businesses 3Rs involvement in 3Rs 
activities. A greater certainty regarding what regulations will be handed down from the 
Province would increase program implementation. It would be helpful for businesses to be 
aware of Provincial proposals or policies being considered for the future. 

This uncertainty regarding possible Provincial guidelines and regulations lessens the 
opportunity for businesses to develop and implement 3Rs programs, because the Province 
could mandate 3Rs activities that would alter existing programs at a further cost to business. 

Some businesses have adopted technological changes that support the 3Rs (e.g., chemical glue 
manufacturer altering its reprocessing system to produce a non-toxic product). 

Economic and environmental factors, as well as public opinion, were cited by the Board's 
representative as important factors in developing waste management strategies in the IC&I 
sectors. 

If three stream waste management plans are cost efficient and environmentally effective 
methods to deal with waste, then this type of system could be welcomed by business (unlike 
the blue box program which may be somewhat environmentally effective but not at all cost 
efficient). 

For a large portion of member businesses of the Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto, it 
is very important that they have a public image of being environmentally proactive. 



53 Packaging Association of Canada 

The Packaging Association of Canada has nine hundred member businesses, thirty-five to 
forty percent of which have operations in the Greater Toronto Area. 

There is no "typical" type(s) of waste generated by member businesses since the make-up is 
so diveree. 
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The Packaging Association representative noted that ninety percent of member businesses are 
supportive of waste reduction as a goal for individual businesses. 

The representative estimated the percentage of member businesses' involvement in 3Rs 
initiatives as follows: 

60% implementing packaging changes to reduce waste 

40% implementing purchasing practices that promote 3Rs 

35% reducing materials used 

80% separating materials for garbage and recycling 

35-40% using recycled materials 

Almost All implementing technological changes to reduce waste 

80%+ contracting a waste hauler that takes recyclabies 

The association has developed a National Packaging Protocol (NAPP) concept and a Task 
Force with the goal of harmonizing regulations and guidelines. ... 

The Packaging Association participates in OMMRI and Provincial initiatives. Further, the 
Association follows international issues such as the possible harmonization of packaging 
practices in North America. The Association is lobbying California to change its 65% 
required recycled content in glass bottles. 

The Packaging Association representative rated the importance of the following to meniber 
businesses' 3Rs involvement: 

Employee Interest Very Important 

Cost Competitiveness Very Important 

Response to/ Anticipation of Regulation Very Important 

Environmental Concern Very Important 

Good for Public Image Important to Not Very Important 

Easily Implementable Very Important 

Landfill Tipping Fees Important to Not Very Important 

Shareholder Interest Important to Not Very Important 

Other: 

Government Procurement Policies Very Important 

Market Development Very Important 

Cost-competitiveness was rated as the most important influencing factor for member 
businesses' involvement in 3Rs initiatives, although it was also noted that, currently, 3Rs 
initiatives are not easily implementable. , - 
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Tlie Packaging Association of Canada representative noted that companies are reluctant to 
publicize their efforts, fearing that the public will perceive a public relations initiative rather 
than a 3Rs initiative. 

The lack of government support to purchase products was also cited as an important factor 
to stimulate member businesses' involvement in 3Rs. It was noted that the government is 
reluctant to pay more for recycled products. 

Though companies have moved to more environmentally sound products, many consumers 
are hesitant to buy these products, fearing substandard quality, higher prices and more effort. 
The Association representative predicted a ten year period of change for consumer behaviour. 

Size of businesses is a determining factor in the implementation of 3Rs programs. 

Obstacles to the implementation of 3Rs programs include: costs; lack of markets; and, 
technological changes that are essential but cosdy. 

The Packaging Association of Canada representative highlighted some 3Rs 
regulations/guidelines and principles that have adversely affected the member businesses. 
They are: 

*. 

Deposit systems discourage blue box use; there is a need for profitable blue box 

items; 

Ihirchasing policies by government that support recycled content are lacking; and, 

The general Association belief is that government does not understand the economies 

of scale necessary to develop recycling industries. 

All member businesses have had significant changes in daily operations due to 3Rs initiatives. 

Liability for companies dealing with refillable containers might become an issue in the future 
depending on what fluid is in a container at any one time. 

Management has been noted as being more enthusiastic to 3Rs program adoption than 
workers who are more concerned with keeping their jobs. 

The Packaging Association of Canada believes that tipping fees in Ontario are at the right 
rate and cross-border waste export is lower than reported in the media. 
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To support members' increased participation in 3Rs programs, the Association would like to 
see the following: 

Government procurement of recycled products; 
Tax incentives for recycling research and development; 
Cooperative enterprises between business and government; and. 
Harmonization of regulations. 

Many businesses in the Packaging Association of Canada have implemented 3Rs programs 
other than recycling. 

The Association desires a closer consultative role with the government to help them realize 
the economic consequences of certain initiatives. The Association would welcome multi- 
stakeholder round table consultation rather than interviews to discuss issues. 



5.4 Canadian Federation of Independent Business 

The Federation has approximately 83,000 members nationally: ten percent have operations 
in the Greater Toronto Area. 

There are no "typical" types of waste generated because the Federation membership is so 
diverse. 

There is a strong commitment to the environment and waste reduction as a goal for individual 
businesses. 

The Federation's representative offered general measurements of members' involvement in 
3Rs initiatives as follows: 

Very few adopted packaging changes to reduce waste; 
, The majority adopted purchasing practices that promote 3Rs; 

, The majority have reduced materials used; 

There is no data regarding separation of materials; 
• The majority have adopted the use of recycled materials; 

. Member businesses are too small for technological changes; and. 

Very few contract a waste hauler to take recyclables. 

The Association's role in waste management for its members includes: 

The Federation conducted an environmental survey and distributed the results to 
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businesses; „ . 

4 The Federation published an environmental checklist for small businesses in 

cooperation with Pollution Probe, as a response to a general lack of information for 
small businesses; and, 

, The Federation participated in the Canadian Standards Association development of 

Environmental Management Standards that recognize small business needs. 

The Federation's representative rated a list of issues that relates to encouraging involvement 
in 3Rs activities as follows: 

Employee Interest Very Important 

Cost-Competitiveness Important 

Response to/ Anticipation of Regulations Not Very Important 

Environmental Concern Very Important 

*Good for Public Image Not Very Important 

Easily Implementable n/a 

Landfill Tipping Fees Important 

Shareholder Interest n/a 

* Small businesses are not involved in much PR work. 

Other: 

Collection Infrastructure Very Important 

Collection infrastructure is important as many small businesses arc and could be 
served by municipal waste haulage, recyclable collection and toxic taxis. 

Though there is a difference in response to or developing 3Rs initiatives by size of business, 
only 1.5% have more than one hundred employees. 

The main obstacles to adopting 3Rs programs are: ■ , 

, Market infrastructure and the costs of collection; 

, . Availability of cost effective technologies; and 

Lack of information that is appropriate to small business. 

Any regulations were noted by the Federation representative as negative, especially to small 
businesses. For example, calculating sales tax is ten to twenty times more expensive for 
small businesses than larger companies. 
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Changes to day-to-day operations of member businesses have occurred, but these changes are 
as diverse as the membership and have been implemented in response to specific 
circumstances. 

There has been positive response to 3Rs initiatives by the various levels in small businesses 
(workers, managers, owners). 

Tipping fees were cited as creating competitive disadvantages for small businesses. The 
Federation of Independent Business believes that there is an inequitable distribution of waste 
management costs between the IC&I and residential sector, where IC&I carries the bulk of 
the costs. In particular, this puts small businesses at a disadvantage. The Federation would 
like to see tme cost accounting for fees. 

3Rs initiatives that will be adopted over the next two years will depend on the specific 
business. 

To provide support for increased participation in waste diversion, the Federation would like: 

a healthier economy; 

a toxic taxi for small business; and, 

an infrastructure for markets and an improved collection system. 

Member businesses in the Federation are too small to implement technological processes to 
reduce waste. . •*' 

The Federation of Independent Business cited the following as important factors for the IC&I 
sector in establishing a waste management strategy for large urban areas: 

fairness of costs; 
consistent regulations; and, 
pay-per-use. 

The Federation wants to be consulted by government on any relevant issues. The Federation 
would like the opportunity to view draft by-laws and reports, and to be contacted during the 
preparation of documents. 



SS The Toronto Board of Education 

There are one hundred and fifty seven schools in the Toronto Board of Education. Except 
for the outdoor education school, all are located in the Greater Toronto Area. 
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The schools typically generated fine paper, paper towels, and lunchroom waste (organic and 
packaging). Technical studies programs generate jnetals and printshop materials. 

Though the Board has issued a recycling directive it is up to the individual school to 
implement programs. All have done so to varying degrees. 

The Board's representative rated the following 3Rs initiatives in which schools are involved; 

45% Implementing packaging changes 

100% Modifying purchasing practices 

50% Reducing the amount of materials used 

100% Separating materials for garbage and recycling 

Wherever possible recycled materials are used, without sacrificing quality or safety. The City 
of Toronto collects waste and blue box materials. Collection of fine paper, books and printer 
ribbons for recycling is contracted out. 

The Recycling Coordinator of the Board of Education has produced a recycling.handbook for 
the schools. 

The Toronto Board of Education representative measured the following as determining factors 
for schools' involvement in the 3Rs: 

Employee Interest Important 

Cost-Competitiveness n/a 

♦Response to/ Anticipation of Regulations Not Very Important 

Environmental Concern Not Very Important 

Good for Public Image Important 

Easily Implementable Important 

Landfill Tipping Fees n/a 

Shareholder Interest n/a 

* The Recycling Coordinator regards regulations as very important but schools and/or 
teachers may not. 

Smaller schools (usually elementary) have better 3Rs programs than larger schools (usually 
secondary). 
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As the obstacles to the implementation of 3Rs programs, the Board's representative noted: 

staff have other priorities; ' 

lack of interest; 

failure to be mandated by the Province; and, 

lack of support from staff/secondary students (the main obstacle). 

The cleaning staff have had to modify their daily operations to handle garbage and 
recyclables. Caretakers do not believe separating waste is in their job description, but this 
attitude is gradually changing. , 

There have been concerns about the storage of materials and students carrying blue boxes full 
of glass bottles. However, no legal liability problems have occurred. 

Mandated participation may be required for some staff, but some do not want their activities 
mandated. ■ - "' ■ *= • 

Full participation and cooperation of staff and students in the 3Rs initiatives outlined in the 
Recycling Handbook, and increased awareness of what is being thrown out (through audits) 
are priorities for the next two years. 

The implementation of a MOEE reporting mechanism that would require every school to 
document its 3Rs activities, and continued funding for waste diversion programs, would help 
to support participation in 3Rs activities. 

Reducing litter at lunchtime, reusing paper, and pilot composting programs have been 
irhplemented in addition to recycling programs. 

Increased awareness by staff and students about the quantity and type(s) of waste being 
generated through educational materials, waste audits, and the inclusion of waste management 
issues into the curriculum through Ministry of Education Guidelines, would increase staff and 
student participation in 3Rs initiatives. 

Educational and promotional materials are provided through an MOEE grant program. 
However, some of the material is irrelevant for schools. The Board's representative noted 
that every association has different approaches to 3Rs initiatives and information should be 
specific to the association or the approach. Grants to produce educational and promotional 
materials in-house would be helpful. 

The Toronto Board of Education wants the opportunity to provide input when- MOEE is 
developing 3Rs policies/regulations. 
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5.6 The Toronto Construction Association 

The Association has 1,200 member companies, all with offices in the Greater Toronto Area. 

There is a variety of construction, demolition and packaging waste generated by member 
companies. 

Member businesses support waste reduction as individual companies and through the 
Association. ■ \ . . 

Member companies are primarily involved in reusing and recycling materials to reduce waste. 

The Association has provided to member businesses: 

education (seminars, information sharing); _ . ' . ' . 

representation to MOEE (comments on policy and papers); and 
involvement in developing code of ethics. 

As issues that influence involvement in 3Rs initiatives, the Association's representative rated: 

Cost Competitiveness Very Important 

Response to/ Anticipation of Regulations Very Important 

Environmental Concern Important 

Landfill Tipping Fees Very Important 

There is a difference in the size of business in response to or development of 3Rs programs. 

The representative noted the following obstacles to implementing 3Rs initiatives: 

lack of space on construction sites for source separation; 

financially not always worthwhile; 

operationally, not all workers understand or have the time; 

lack of markets; 

occasional contamination of materials by neighbours; and, 

illegal dimiping in warehouses. 

Tipping Fees and Landfill Bans were cited as regulations/policies that have adversely affected 
member businesses. 

Businesses have had significant day-to-day changes operationally, financially and 
administratively. 
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Management has responded well to 3Rs programs. Poor communication between 
management and workers may have stalled increased participation by workers in 3Rs 
programs. .. ., , ' 

In the next two years there will be continued education and continued representation to the 
MOEE by the Toronto Construction Association. 

To support member participation in waste diversion programs, the Association would like: 

government response to Association concerns; ' " 
continued participation in policy development; and, 
t government awareness of financial and operational realities. 

The Association, as a major waste generator with the potential to divert a significant amount 
of waste, would welcome a partnership relationship with government to deal with waste 
diversion problems. 



§,f Canadian Council of Grocery Distributors 

The Council has twenty three member associations, with fifty five subsidiaries. 

The waste typically generated by member associations is made up of food, food packaging, 
and transportation packaging. ' 

There is wide support for waste reduction as a goal for individual members. 

The Council's representative measured member participation in the following 3Rs initiatives: 

Packaging changes to reduce waste Almost All 

Purchasing practices that promote 3Rs Many 

Reduction of materials used All 

Separation of materials for garbage and recycling Many 

Use of recycled materials Almost All 

Technological changes to reduce waste n/a 

Contract a waste hauler that takes recyclables All 
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The role of the Council in waste management endeavours for its members includes: 

. sharing educational material; 

* sharing information; 

. advising membere; 

working with environmental groups; and, 
. lobbying efforts with government. 

The Canadian Council of Grocery Distributors representative rated items that encourage 
company involvement in 3Rs activities as follows: 

, Employee Interest ■ 1 

. Cost Competitiveness 1 

» Response to or Anticipation of Regulations 2 

Environmental Concern 1 

Good for Public Image . 1 

, Easily Implementable 1 

L^idfiU Tipping Fees 2 

Shareholder Interest unknown-some privately held companies 

Other 

Being environmentally active is now pait of normal corporate culture. It is important 

for younger people and a competitive advantage for companies. ' 

Size is an important factor in implementing 3Rs initiatives. Members that are part of chains 
have more financial and administrative resources than those businesses that are franchises or 
independent. 

The main obstacles for members' implementation of 3Rs programs are: 

Health, hygiene and safety issues; 

Lack of markets for recyclables; and, . . 

Space and labour limitations in stores. 

There is concern from Association members about potential regulations. These include: 

Returnable bottle legislation. Concern about health, safety and cost. 

Possible landfill ban on food would eliminate the constant site needed by members 

to which they can direct food that cannot be donated or sold. 

Members have undergone significant day-to-day operational changes which vary according 
to the specific business. 
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As a possible legal liability problem, the Council's representative cited health concerns from 
possible returnable bottle and recycled packaging legislation. 

Management and unions are working together on 3Rs industry initiatives. The Canadian 
Council of Grocery Distributors is working with the Grocery ftoduct Manufacturers Council 
and United Food and Commercial Workers Union on 3Rs initiatives. 

Increased waste management costs, that are added to other industry costs and then passed 
onto the consumer, creates a competitive disadvantage for members. 

In the next two yeare the Council will: 

t continue existing 3Rs efforts; 

continue support for OMRI; and, 

work on Industry Packaging Stewardship Model. 

As excunples of initiatives that would support members' participation in waste management 
initiatives, the Council representative cited: ' 

The need to develop a level playing field. The Grocery sector believes it is paying 
an inequitable portion of societal waste management costs; and. 
The need for market development for recyclable materials. 

Waste management programs, aside from recycling, include selling food waste for animal 
feed and donating food to food banks. . 

The Council would like a joint industry and government role in the development of 
promotion and educational material to members. 

There is a preference for direct consultation with the government rather than having a 
consultant report on the Council's role with policy development. 

The Ontario Environmental Affairs Committee of the CCGD meets every 3 or 4 months to 
discuss government regulation and to deal with government consultation issues. 
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6.0 Industrial, Commercial, And Institutional Survey 

Association Name: 

Contact Person: 

Telephone Number: 

Date of Interview: 

How many companies are in your association? 



What percentage of the firms in your association have business operations in the Greater 
Toronto Area? (Municipalities of York, Metro, Durham, Peel & Halton) 



What are the typical types of waste generated by your members (food waste, packaging, etc.)? 

Do member businesses support waste reduction as a goal for their individual businesses? 

I'm going to read a list of 3Rs initiatives that some companies are involved in. Can you tell 
me approximately what percentage of your association members are involved in each type 
of these initiatives? 

INITIATIVES 

Packaging Changes to reduce waste 

■■i 

Purchasing practices that promote 3Rs . 

Reduction of materials used 

Separation of materials for garbage and recycling 

Use of recycled materials 

Technological Changes to Reduce Waste 
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Contract a Waste Hauler that takes recyclables 



What role has your association played in waste management for your members? (eg. sharing 
of educational material) 



I'm going to read a list of items that could encourage company involvement in 3Rs activities? 
Please identify whether these items were; (1) Very Important, (2) Important, (3) Not Very 
Important, or (4) Not Important at all in determining your member companies involvement 
in the 3Rs? 

Employee Interest ' • 

Cost-Competitiveness -. 

Response to or anticipation of regulation 

Environmental Concern 

Good for Public Image , 

Easily Implementable 

Landfill Tipping Fees 

Shareholder Interest ■ i '. 

Other ' 



Is there a difference in response to or developing 3Rs initiatives by size of company in your 
association? 



What do you think are the main obstacles for your members in the implementation of 3Rs 
progranmies? (Do not read - check as many as apply) 

1 . Costs of Implementation 

2. Lack of Markets for Recyclables 

3. Difficulty and Changes to Regulations 

4. Lack of Effectiveness of Existing Programs 

5. Lack of Knowledge on 3Rs 

6. Other ■ '. 



Of the obstacles you have just mentioned, which would you say is the biggest obstacle 
for your members? 
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Can you identify any 3Rs regulations or guidelines that have adversely affected your 
members? (List of them to check) 



Do you know if any of your members had significant changes to their day-to-day operations 
as a result of any 3Rs initiatives? (If yes, probe for type of changes) 



Are you aware of any safety or legal liability problems that have been created by 3Rs 
initiatives? 

How have workers, management, and unions responded to 3Rs initiatives? 

How do the current waste management requirements such as landfill bans, tipping fees, and 
user fees, create any competitive disadvantages/advantages for any of your members, 
particularly, when competing with companies outside of Ontario? 



What 3Rs actions are the association and member businesses considering for the next two 
years? 

What could be provided to support your member's participation in waste diversion? 



Have your members been involved in developing waste management strategies that look at 
more efficient processes and technologies (for example, the more efficient use of product 
inputs and improved technology), rather than strictly recycling programs? (Are they looking 
at such strategies in this area for the future)? 

What factors do you think would increase your members participation in the 3Rs? 
(Do not read, check off when mentioned) 

More information about 3Rs 

Improved collection of recyclable materials 

Improved Markets for Recyclables 

Lower costs of recycling 

Increased 3Rs education 

Landfill Bans on some Materials 

Government financial assistance to businesses 

to expand their 3Rs initiatives 
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Waste Audits and Waste Reduction Plans 
None of the Above 
Other (list) 



What would you say are the most important factors for the Industrial and Commercial sectors 
in developing a waste management strategy for a large urban area, like the Greater Toronto 
Area? (Do not read, List) 

Costs to Private Sector 

Public Opinion 

Greatest Waste Diversion . 

Least expensive option for government 

Other • 



One option for waste management that other regions have considered is to have residents, 
businesses and industries separate their waste into different categories called streams. 
Typically, there are two or three streams. For example, in a SrStream system waste is 
separated into (1) Food Waste, (2) Dry Recyclable Waste, such as cardboard or glass, and (3) 
Garbage. How do you think your members would respond to this type of waste management 
system? (NOTE TO INTERVIEWERS: FOR NON-HOTEL, RESTAURANT, AND 
FOOD PROCESSING ASSOCIATIONS, CHANGE TO ONLY TWO STREAM 
SYSTEM OF DRY RECYCLABLES AND GARBAGE). 



Are 3Rs educational or promotional materials requested by' your members? Who do you think 
should provide these materials? 

How would your association like to be consulted on your future involvement in 3Rs 
activities? 

How important do you think it is to your members to have a public image that is proactive 
on environmental issues? - • . 
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SCHEDULE £: 
FACILITY OPERATOR INTERVIEW SUMMARY 

1.0 Facility Selection Criteria/ Approach 

Facility operator interviews were conducted by Hardy Stevenson and Associates and MM 
Dillon in April, 1993. The interview list of facilities and facility operator representatives was 
developed based on Resource Integration Systems (RIS) expertise and knowledge of North 
American facilities. 

The facilities selected for interview included those in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) as well 
as international examples of public and private, operating/non-operating and, successful/non- 
succcssfiil: 

. leaf and yard waste composting -facilities, 

. wet/dry composting facilities, 

. IC&I composting facilities, 

. in-vessel composting facilities, 

. mixed waste processing facilities, 

. regional blue box processing facilities (MRFs), 

. wet/dry processing facilities, 

. IC&I processing facilities and, 

. household hazardous waste (HHW) collection facilities. 

The interview for facility operators {See page D-14) was comprised of nine questions 
regarding: 

. present and future 3Rs trends in the residential and the IC&I sectors, 

. behaviours and attitudes of 3Rs practices in the residential and IC&I sectors, 

. systemic social and/or biophysical impacts and/or effects of facility operations, 

. complaints registered because of f£u;ility operations, 

. mitigation measures considered and/or implemented and, 

. quality and quantity of materials managed. 
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2.0 List of Facility Operators and Key Contacts 

The following is a complete list of f^ilities and facility operators/administrators interviewed 
and the date of the interviews. - . . 

1. Region of Duriiam Recycling Centre 
Peter Watson 

April 6, 1993 . 

2. Township of Pittsburgh Compost Facility 
John Rhodes 

April 6, 1993 , 

3. Region of Otiawa-Carleton HHW E»epoi 
Phil Lefebvre 

April 6, 1993 

4. Scott's Composting Farm 
Jim Scott 

April 6, 1993 

5. Wright County Compost Facility (Minnesota, U.S.A.) 
Chuck Davis 

April 6, 1993 

6. City of Scarborough Composting Facility 
Debra Dale 

John Minor 
Ian John Ashton 
April 8, 1993 

7. Waste Management Inc. Dry Recyclable Facility 
Steve Osboume 

April 8, 1993 . ' 

8. City of Mississauga Pilot Scale Compost Facility 
Jim Cuthill ... 

Paul Taylor 
April 12, 1993 
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9. Metro Commissioners St. MRF 

Bob Sawyer . , 

April 13, 1993 

10 Metro Toronto Avondale Leaf Composting Area 
Caesar Corvinelli 

April 14. 1993 

11 Metro Toronto Dufferin Compost Facility 
Bob Sawyer 

April 14, 1993 

12 City of Samia Compost Facility 
Ken McKenzie 

April 15. 1993 

13 Reidel Corporation (City of Portland) 
Jeep Reid 

April 15, 1993 

14 Region of Haltoh Wet/Dry Compost Pilot 
John Smith 

April 16. 1993 

15 Hensall Composting Facility 
Mark Jacobs 

April 16, 1993 ' • ■ ' 

{Five other facility operator interviews were not conducted because the operators did not 
return telephone calls). 



3.0 Summary of Social Effects by Facility Type 

NB: The same questions were applied to all facihty types. Therefore, the questions 
will only be noted once in this document. 
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3.1 Leaf and Yard Waste Composting Facility 

3.1.1 Odour ■' ■ ; . ' 

When asked: 

Have there been any impacts on people, businesses, land, air, growid water from 

the operation of the facility? 

Have there been any complaints about the operation of the facility? 

How have these identified effects been mitigated? 

The most frequently registered complaint regarding leaf and yard waste composting 
is that of odour. This effect has been reported at three of the five leaf and yard waste 
composting facilities interviewed.' 

3.1.2 Scavenging Animals and Birds 

Of the five leaf and yard waste composting facilities surveyed, only one stated any 
scavenging animal or bird effect associated with the facility.^ 

3*2 Wet/Dry Composting Facilities 



The employees of The Township of Pitisburgh, Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste Composting Facility were 
effected by odour emitted from the 200 tonnes of food processing seeds brought to the site. Thii has been mitigated 
with a more frequent turning of windrows (Rhodes, John, 1993 Township of Pittsburgh Leaf and Yard Waste 
Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Lany Fedec. MMD, April 6. 1993). 

The Metro Toronto Avondale Leaf Composting Area registered "one or two"(Corvinelli, Caesar, 1993. Metro Toronto 
Leaf Composting Area. Personal Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD. Apiil 14, 1993) odour complaints. 
However, Mr. Corvinelli is not sure if the odour was emitted from the compost site or the landfill site directly 
adjacent to it. 

The City of Scaibomugh Composting Facility received many odour complaints. This effect was mitigated by 
contracting the operation of the facility to Compost Management Inc. which turns the material more ^quently. The 
contract for operations between the City of Scarborough and Compost Management Inc. is tied to no more odour 
eff<»:ts (Dale, Debra. 1993. City of Scarborough Composting FaciUty. Personal Communication with Elizabeth 
Margies, HSA, April 8, 1993). 

The City of Scarborough Leaf and Yard Waste Composting Facility has noted an increase in kitldeer birds 
congregating at the site, searching for food. This has not been mitigated. 

The same facility has noticed an increase in insects at the leaf and yard waste composting site. The insects remain 
localized though, and therefor have not caused an effect on residents. 
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3.2.1. Odour 

Of the two wet/dry composting facilities surveyed, one noted an odour effect.' 

3.2.2 Noise 

Again, one of two surveyed wet/dry composting facilities noted a noise effect, which 
has since been mitigated.* 

3.2.3 Scavenging Animals and Birds 

One facility experienced an increase in seagulls circling the facility. This has not 
been mitigated.' 

3.3 IC&I Composting Facilities 

3.3.1 Odour 

One IC&I compost facility was surveyed. The facility's operations caused significant 
odour effect for local residents. The facility was shut down until the effects were 
corrected.* 



Compost Management Inc.'s Paul Taylor and Harmony Planning Consultants' Jim Cuthill noted that two 
"minor" (Cuthill. Jim and Taylor, Paul, 1993. Harmony Planning Consultants and Compost Management Inc.. Persona] 
Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 12, 1993) odour effects were indicated by residents. 
Representatives of the two companies visited the residents experiencing the odour effect, explained the composting 
process and occasionally provide these residents with compost for their gardens. This seems to have solved the 
problem. 

Trucks unloading material at the City of Mississauga Pilot Scale Compost Facility created a noise effect for 
a nearby cemetery. Funeral and burial services were disrupted by the back-up noises firom the facility trucks. This 
has been mitigated by consideration of the facility staff not to back-up trucks during inopportune times. 

The City of Mississauga Pilot Scale Compost Facility is attracting seagulls. Noisetnakers were used initially 
to frighten away the gulls, but this created loo much noise. The management is considering using birds of prey to 
frighten the gulls, but this is an expensive undertaking - approximately $50 000 a year to maintain.(Cuthill, Jim and 
Taylor, Paul, 1993. Harmony Planning consultants and Compost Management inc.. Personal Conversation with 
Elizabeth Margies. HSA. April 12, 1993). 

Scott's Composting Farm received numerous odour complaints from residents. The facility was shut down 
until the operations were contracted to Compost Management Inc. whose staff manage and mix the compost to reduce 
sigfiificanlly any odour.(Scott, Jim, 1993. Scott's Composting Farm. Personal Communication with Elizabeth 
Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993) 
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3.3.2 Traffic 



This facility received a few complaints regarding traffic tie-ups due to trucks making 
left hand turns into the facility. There are eight more trucks per day when the facility 
is operating and the effect has been minimal.^ 



3.3.3 Economics 



■i: 

The operator of this privately owned composting facility was concerned that his 
business was suffering because of waste being hauled over the border to the U.S..* 

1,4 In- Vessel Composting Facilities 

3.4.1 Odour 

One in-vessel faciUty was surveyed. The operator stated that odour had been an 
effect, which has since been mitigated.' • ■ _■ 

33 Mixed Waste Processing Facilities 

3.5.1 Odour ; . , 

Odour effects on residents were a problem at both the mixed waste processing 
facilities surveyed. One facility mitigated the effect with a new desjgn feature. One 
facility was closed after nine months of operation,'" 



' Scon's Composting Facilitydbid). 

8 

Jim Scott believes that too much waste is being hauled overthe border to the U.S. because their tipping fees 
are "aitiflcially low"(Ibid) 

' Bob Sawyer at the Metro Toronto Dufferin Compost Facility stated that there had been odour effects. 
However, a biofilter was installed which solved the effcct.{Sawyer, Bob 1993. Metro Toronto Dufferin Compost 
Facility. Personal Communication with Larry Fedcc, MMD April 14, 1993.) 

' The Wright County Compost Facility in Minnesota received thi«e odour complaints from local residents. 
Two of these complaints were received before a biofilter was installed, which seems to have solved the 
problem. (Davis, Chuck 1993. Wright county Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, 
HSA, April 6, 1993) 

The Reidel Corporation compost Facility in Portland, Oregon received numerous odour complaints from local 
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3.5.2 Scavenging Animals, Birds and Insects - . 

An increase in flies in the summer has been noted at one facility. However, the 
increase is no more significant than at a typical farm. The other facility has 
experienced a severe rodent and gull effect." 

3.5.3 Emission/Air Quality 

One facility noted a fog effect at the compost site. Loss of moisture from the 
compost pile due to forced aeration caused an extensive fog problem. This was not 
mitigated and the facility was closed.'^ 

■3.5.4 Dust 

The staff at this same facility experienced a dust effect inside the processing building. 
The effect was mitigated.'^ 



3.6 Residential Blue Box MRF Facilities 
3.6.1 Odour 

There were a few odour complaints registered at one of the two facilities surveyed.'* 



residents. The facility was closed after nine months of operation.(Reid, Jeep 1993. City of Poitland. Personal 
Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD April 15, 1993) 

" Davis, Chuck 1993. Wright County Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, 
HSA. April 6, 1993. . 

The Reidel Coqwration's compost site was effected with a severe rodent and bird problem. Pest control was initiated 
but the facility was dosed after nine months of operation.(Reid, Jeep 1993. The City of Portland. Personal 
Communicauon with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 15. 1993) 

'^ Ibid . 

The Reidel Corporation facility installed modifications inside the processing facility to collect dust.(Ibid) 

The Region of Durham RecycUng Centre. (Watson, Peter, 1993. Region of Durham Recycling Centre. 
Personal Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD, April 6, 1993.) 
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3.6.2 Litter 



Both of the MRF facihties interviewed noted a litter effect. Both facilities have 
mitigated the effect.'^ 



3.7 Wet/Dry Processing FaciUty 

The facility surveyed was a pilot project that was too small for appropriate 
evaluation.'* 

3.8 IC&I Processing Facility 

To date, the facility surveyed has not registered any complaints or effects related to 
its operations.'^ 

S^ - Household Hazardous Waste Permanent Depot 

To date, the facility surveyed has not registered any complaints or effects related to 
. its operations.'* 



4*0 Summary of General Findings 



There were complaints about the litter scattered along the access roads to the Region of Durham Facility. 
This has been mitigated by directing staff from the facility to pick up the litter surrounding the site. (Watson, Peter 
1993. Region of Duiham Recycling Centre. Personal Communication with Larry Fedcc, MMD April 6. 1993) 

The staff at the Metropolitan Toronto MRF havf been proactive in controlling a litter effect. Staff habitually collects 
litter surrounding the facility, no complaints have been re^stered. (Sawyer, Bob 1993. Metro Toronto MRF. Personal 
Communication with Jonathan Kauffman, HSA April 13, 1993) 

'* City of Guelph Wet/Dry Pilot Project. (Laird, Janet 1993. City of Guelph Wet/Dry Riot Project. Personal 
Communication with Phil Shantz April 1993) 

' Waste Management Inc. Dry Recyclable Facility. (Osbouine. Steve 1993. Waste Management Inc.. Personal 
Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 8. 1993) 

'* Region of Ottawa-Carleton Household Hazardous Waste Depot. (Lefebvre. Phil 1993. Region of Ottawa- 
Carleton Household Hazardous Waste Depot. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993) 
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4.1 Siting Studies/Assessments 

When asked: 

Were any studies undertaken to site your facility and to predict possible 

biophysical and social environment effects associated with the facility? 



Eight facilities did not undertake any siting studies^ 



19 



Three facilities undertook limited studies to assess noise, traffic and/or run- 

off.^ 

One facility undertook an extensive environmental assessment.^' 



" Watson, Peter 1993. The Region of Durtmin Recycling Cenirc. Personal Conununication with Lany Fedec, 
MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Rhotks, John 1993. Township of Pittsburgh, Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste Composting Facility. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Scott, Jim 1993. Scott's Composting Farm (IC&I). Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 
1993. • . 

Corvinelli, Caesar 1993. Metro Toronto Avondale Leaf Composting Area. Personal Communication with Lairy Fedec, 
MMD. April U, 1993. 

Sawyer, Bob 1993(b). Metro Toronto Duffeiin Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kaufftnan, 
HSA. AfHil 14. 1993. 

McKenzie, Ken 1993. City of Samia Leaf Compost Facility. Personal Communication with l^arry Fedec, MMD. April 
13. 1993. 



Smith, John 1993. Region of Halton Wet/Dry Compost Pilot. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. 
April 16, 1993. 

Jacobs, Mark 1993, Hcnsall Composting Facihty. Personal Conununication with Lany Fedec, MMD. April 16. 1993. ' 

" Lefebvre, PbU 1993. Region of Ottawa-Carleton Household Hazardous Waste Depot. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Sawyer, Bob 1993(a). Metro Commissioner's St. MRF. Personal Communication with Jonathan KaufFman, HSA. 
April 13, 1993. 

Reid, Jeep 1993. Reidel Corp. for the City of Portland, Oregon Mixed Waste Processing Facility. Personal 
Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD. April 15, 1993. 

Davis, Chuck 1993. Wright county Mixed Waste Composting Facility. Personal Communication with 
Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993. 
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Three facilities followed the Ministry of Environment's guidelines for a 
Certificate of Approval.^ 



4.2 Predicted/ Anticipated Effects and Mitigation Measures 

When asked: 

What potential biophysical and social environment effects were preiiicted and 

how were they to be mitigated? 

Does the facility include any design features intended to reduce potential effects? 

Two facilities did not predict any effects and neither included design features 
to reduce potential effects.^^ 

Thirteen facilities predicted at least one effect and included design features to 
reduce potential effects." 



Dale, Debra 1993. City of Scaiborough Leaf and Yard Waste Composting Facility. Personal Communication 
with Elizabeth Margies. HSA. April 8. 1993. ... 

Osbourne, Steve 1993. Waste Management Inc. £>ry Recyclable Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth 
Margies. HSA. April 8, 1993. 

Cuthill, Jim and Taylor, Paul 1993. Hannony Planning Consultants and Compost Management Inc. Personal 
Communication with Elizabeth Margies. HSA. April 12, 1993. 

^' Dale, Debra 1993. City of Scarborough Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth 
Margies, HSA. April 8. 1993, 

Osboume, Steve 1993. Waste Management Inc. Dry Recyclable Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth 
Margies, HSA. April 8, 1993. 

Lefebvre, Phil 1993. Region of Otiawa-Carleion Household Hazardous Waste Depot. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fcdec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Sawyer, Bob 1993(a), Metro Toronto Commissioners St. MRP. Personal CommunicatJon with Jonathan Kauffman, 
HSA. April 13. 1993. 

Watson, Peter 1993, Region of Durban Recycling Centie. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 
6, 1993. • 

Rhodes. John 1993. Township of Pittsburgh. Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste composting Facility. Personal 
Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Davis, Chuck 1993. Wright County Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 
6, 1993. . . 
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4.3 Facilities Located at Existing Waste Management Sites or on Municipally-Owned 
Land 

Of the fifteen facilities surveyed: 

, Four facilities were sited on lands with existing landfills or waste transfer 

stations." 
, Three facilities were sited on municipally-owned land.^* ' ' 



Scott, Jim 1993. Scott's Composting Farm. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993. 

Cuthill, Jim and Taylor, Paul 1993. Hannony Planning consultants and Compos! Management Inc. for the City of 
Mississauga Pilot Scale Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 12, 1993. 

Corvinelli, Caesar 1993. Metro toronto Avondale Leaf Composting Area. Personal Communication with Larry Fcdec, 
MMD. April 14. 1993. 

Sawyer, Bob 1993(b). Metro Toronto Dufferin Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kauffman. 
HSA. April 14. 1993. 

McKenzie, Ken 1993. City of Samia Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April IS, 
1993. 

Reid, Jeep 1993. Reidel Corp. for the City of Portland, Oregon Mixed Waste processing Facility. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 15, 1993. 

> 

Smith. John 1993. Region of Halton Wet/Diy Compost Pilot Project. Personal Communication with Lany Fcdec, 
MMD. April 16, 1993. 

Jacobs, Mark 1993. Hensall Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Larry Fcdec, MMD. April 16, 1993. 

Sawyer, Bob 1993(a). Commissioners St. MRF. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kauffman, HSA. 
April 13, 1993. 

Rhodes, John 1993. Township of Pittsburgh, Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste Composting Facility. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fcdec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Smith, John 1993. Region of Halton Wet/Dry Compost Pilot. Personal Communication with l-any Fedec, MMD. 
April 16, 1993. 

Jacobs. Maik 1993. Hensall Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Laiiy Fedec, MMD. April 16. 1993. 

Watson, Peter 1993. Region of Durham Recycling Centre. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, 
MMD. April 6. 1993. 

McKenzie, Ken 1993. City of Sama Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Lany Fcdec. MMD. April 15, 
1993. 

Corvinelli, Caesar 1993. Metro Toronto Avondale l^af Composting Area. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, 
MMD. April 14. 1993. 
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4.4 Facility Employment 

When asked; 

How many people are employed in the operation of the facility? 

Are the employees full-time, part-time, unionized? 

Eleven facilities employ twenty-five or fewer staff.^^ 



The Region of Ottawa-Carieton Household HazaiYlous Waste I>epoc employs ten people in the winter, bat 
up to three hundred in the sununerCLefebvre, Phil 1993. Region of Ottawa-Carleton Household Hazardous Waste 
Depot. Personal Communication with Larry Fcdec, MMD. April 6, 1 993). 

The Township of Pittsburgh, Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste Compost Facility employs four full-time staff. 
Occasionally 100 inmates from the Joyceville Penitentiary debag leaves.(Rhodes. John 1993. Township of Pittsburgh, 
Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste Compost Facility. Personal Communicaiion with Larry Fcdec, MMD. April 6, 1993). 

The City of Scarborough employs eight half-time facility staff, in that they have (Hher responsibilities in the 
municipality. There are one hundred and fifty trucking staff which are unioiuzed.(Dale, Debra 1993. City of 
Scarborough Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, MSA. April 8, 1993.) 

Wright County Compost Facility employs seventeen full-time staff and three part-time sta£r.(Davis, Chuck 1993. 
Wright County Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993.) 

Scott's Composting Farm employs five full-time stafr.(Scott, Jim 1993. Scon's Composting Farm. Personal 
Communication with Ehzabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993.) 

The City of Mississauga' s pilot project employs two hill-time staif.<Cuthill, Jim and Taylor, Paul 1993. Harmony 
Planning Consultants and Compost Management Inc.. Personal Communication with Ehzabeth Margies. HSA. April 
12,1993.) 

The Avondale facibty employs twelve full-time staff. (Corvinelli, Caesar 1993. Metro Toronto Avondale Leaf 
Composting Area. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 14. 1993) 

Metro's Dufferin facility employs five full-time and one part-time staff.(Sawyer, Bob 1993(a). Metro Toromo 
Ouflerin Compost Facihty. Personal Communicaiion with Jonathan Kaufftnan, HSA. April 14. 1993.) 

Samia's compost facility employs one full-time and three part-time staff. (McKenzie, Ken 1993. City of Samia 
Compost Facility. Personal Conmiunication with Larry Fedec. MMD. april 15. 1993.) 

Halton employs two full-time staff for their wet/dry composting facility. (Smith, John 1993. Halton Region Wet/I>ry 
Compost Pilot Project. Personal Coiranunication with Larry Fedec, MMD. april 16. 1993.) 

The Hensall Composting Facility employs two full-time siafr.( Jacobs, Mark 1993. Hensall Composting Facility. 
Personal Coirnnunication with Larry Fedec. MMD. April 16. 1993.) , . 
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Four facilities employ sixty or fewer staff.^ 

At least some staff at three facilities are unionized.^ 

Twelve facilities employ no unionized staff.'" 



Waste Management inc. employs sixty full-time staff. (Osboumc, Steve 1993. Waste Management Inc. Dry 
Recyclable FaciUty. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 14, 1993). 

The Reidel Corporation employs thirty two full-time staff for the City of Ponland. (Reid, Jeep 1993. The City of 
Portland Mixed Waste Processing Facility. Personal Commutucation with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 15, 1993). 

Durham Region employs fifty full-time staff for their recycling facility. (Watson, Peter 1993. Region of Durham 
Recycling Centre. Personal Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993). 

Metro employs thirty full-time staff for the Commissioners St. MRF. (Sawyer, Bob 1993(a). Metro Commissioners 
St. MRF. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kauffman, HSA. April 13, 1993). 

29 

Some of Scarborough's composting facility staff is unionized. (Dale, Debra 1993. City of Scarborough 
Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 8, 1993). 

The Wright County Compost Facility employs twenty-one unionized staff. (Davis, Chuck 1993. Wright County 
Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993). 

Metro's Dufferin Compost Facility employs four unionized staff. (Sawyer, Bob 1993(b). Metro Toronto Duffcrin 
Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kauffman, HSA. April 14, 1993). 

Lcfebvrc, Phil 1993. Region of Ottawa-Carleton Household Hazardous Waste Depot. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Sawyer. Bob 1993(a). Metro Coitunissioneis St. MRF. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kauffman, HSA. April 
13, 1993. 

Watson, Peter 1993. Region of Durham Recycling Centre. Personal Communi«aion with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 
6. 1993. 

Rhodes, John 1993. Township of Pittsburgh, Ontario Leaf and Yard Waste Compost Facility. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 6, 1993. 

Scott, Jim 1993. Scott's Composting Farm. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 6, 1993. 

Osboume, Steve 1993. Waste Management Inc. Dry Recyclable Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth 
Margies. HSA. April 14, 1993. 

Cuthill, Jim and Taylor, Paul 1993. Harmony Planning Consultants and Compost Management Inc. for the City of 
Mississauga Pilot Scale Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Elizabeth Margies, HSA. April 12,. 1993. 

Corvinelli. Caesar 1993. Metro Tonmto Avondale Leaf Composting Area. Personal Communication with Larry Fedec. 
MMD. April 14, 1993. , • 

Sawyer, Bob 1993(b). Metro Toronto Dufferin Compost Facility. Personal Communication with Jonathan Kauffman, 
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fjO Facility Operator Interview Survey 

Facility Name: 
Location: 

Contact: 

Telephone Number: 
Fax Number: 
Date: 

1, Facility Ownership? Public Private 



2. Were any studies undertaken to site your facility and to predict possible biophysical and 
social environment effects associated with the facility? 

3. What potential biophysical and social environmental effects were predicted and how were 
thy to be mitigated? Does the facility include any design features intended to reduce 
potential effects? Have you ever had to rely on these features? 



HSA. April 14. 1993. 

McKenzie. Ken 1993. City of Samia Compost Facility. Penonal Communication with L.arry Fedcc. MMD. April 15, 
1993. 

Reid, Jeep 1993. Reide) Corp. for the City of Portland, Oregon Mixed Waste Processing Facility. Personal 
Communication with Larry Fedec, MMD. April 15, 1993. 

Smith, John 1993. Region of Halton Wei/Dry Compost Pilot Project. Personal Communication with Lany Fedec, 
MMD. April 16, 1993. 

Jacobs, Mail 1993. hensall Composting Facility. Personal Communication with Lany Fedec, MMD. April 16, 1993. 
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4. Have there been any impacts on people, businesses, land, air, ground water from the 
operation of the facility? 

. Spills 

. Emission/ Air Quality 

. Odours • 

. Noise 

. Dust • 

. Traffic 

. Rodents/Birds 

. Other (Specify) 

5. Have there been any complaints about the operation of the facility? 

• . Noise 
, Odour 

. Rodents/Birdis 
Spills 

. Traffic 

. Dust 

. Trespassing (esp. children) 

. Land Value Concerns 

. Other (Specify) 

6. How have these identified effects and complaints been resolved? 

. Installation of new design features 

. Monitoring 

. Operational Change 

. Other (Specify) 

7. Do you think that changes in the composition of material managed at your facility would 
result in any other effects on the biophysical or social enviromnents? If so, what types of 
effects? 

8. Is the quality of material coming to the site consistent month-to-month or does it vary? 

9. How many people are employed in the operation of the facility? 
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